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GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 
MONDAY, MAY 1, 2023 
WORKSHOP, 5:30 PM 

FIRE DEPARTMENT TRAINING ROOM AND VIRTUAL 
625 UTE AVENUE 

 
 

  

 
1. Discussion Topics 
  
  a. Board and Commission Assignments for City Council 
  
  b. Nuisance Update 
  
  c. Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan  
  
2. City Council Communication 
  

  
An unstructured time for Councilmembers to discuss current matters, share 
ideas for possible future consideration by Council, and provide information from 
board & commission participation. 

  
3. Next Workshop Topics 
  
4. Other Business 
  
 

What is the purpose of a Workshop? 
 
The purpose of the Workshop is to facilitate City Council discussion through analyzing 
information, studying issues, and clarifying problems. The less formal setting of the Workshop 
promotes conversation regarding items and topics that may be considered at a future City 
Council meeting. 
 
How can I provide my input about a topic on tonight’s Workshop agenda? 
Individuals wishing to provide input about Workshop topics can: 
 
1.  Send an email (addresses found here https://www.gjcity.org/313/City-Council) or call one or 
more members of City Council (970-244-1504); 
 
2.  Provide information to the City Manager (citymanager@gjcity.org) for dissemination to the 
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City Council Workshop May 1, 2023 
 

 

City Council.  If your information is submitted prior to 3 p.m. on the date of the Workshop, copies 
will be provided to Council that evening. Information provided after 3 p.m. will be disseminated 
the next business day. 
 
3.  Attend a Regular Council Meeting (generally held the 1st and 3rd Wednesdays of each month 
at 6 p.m. at City Hall) and provide comments during “Citizen Comments.” 
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Grand Junction City Council 

 
Workshop Session 

  
Item #1.a. 

  
Meeting Date: May 1, 2023 
  
Presented By: Amy Phillips, City Clerk 
  
Department: City Clerk 
  
Submitted By: Amy Phillips 
  
  

Information 
  
SUBJECT: 
  
Board and Commission Assignments for City Council 
  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
  
Each year, the City Council reviews and determines which members of the City Council 
will represent the Council on various boards, committees, commissions, authorities, and 
organizations. 
  
BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION: 
  
The City Council assigns its members to represent the governing body on a variety of 
Council appointed boards, committees, and commissions, as well as a number of 
outside organizations. 
  
FISCAL IMPACT: 
  
N/A 
  
SUGGESTED ACTION: 
  
Determine which members will serve on each board, commission, or authority as the 
Council representative and direct staff to bring forward a resolution for formal action on 
May 3, 2023. 
  

Attachments 
  
1. City Council Liaison Assignments Revised Worksheet 2023-2024  
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CITY COUNCIL FORMAL ASSIGNMENT WORKSHEET 2023/2024

External Agencies

Board/Organization Meeting Day/Time/Place 2022/2023
Assignments

2023/2024
 Assignments

Associated 
Governments of 
Northwest Colorado 
(AGNC)

3rd Wednesday of each 
month @ 9:00 am different 
municipalities

Anna Stout

Business Incubator 
Center

1st Wednesday of each 
month @ 7:30 am, 2591 
Legacy Way

Dennis Simpson

Colorado Municipal 
League Legislative 
Liaison

CML Office Anna Stout

Downtown 
Development 
Authority/Downtown 
BID

2nd Thursdays @ 7:30 am @ 
Growl Agency, 750 Main

Abe Herman

Grand Junction 
Economic 
Partnership

3rd Wednesday of every 
month @ 7:30 am @ GJEP 
offices, 122 N. 6th Street

Abe Herman

Grand Junction 
Housing 
Authority

2nd Tuesday @ 5:00 pm @ 
GJHA Offices at 8 Foresight 
Circle

Chuck McDaniel

Grand Junction 
Regional Airport 
Authority

3rd Tuesday @ 11:30 am @ 
the Airport Terminal Building 
(workshops held the 1st 
Tuesday)

Randall Reitz

Grand Valley 
Regional 
Transportation 
Committee 
(GVRTC)

4th Monday every other 
month @ 3:00 pm @ GVT 
Offices, 525 S. 6th St., 2nd 
Floor

Dennis Simpson
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Board/Organization Meeting Day/Time/Place
2022/2023

Assignment
s

   2023/2024
Assignments

Homeless Coalition Meets on the 3rd Thursday
of the month at 10 a.m. at 
St. Mary’s Hospital, 5th 
Floor, Saccomanno Room 3

Randall Retiz
Chuck McDaniel - 

Alternate

Horizon Drive 
Association Bus. 
Improvement District

3rd Wednesday of each 
month at 10:30 a.m., Horizon 
Drive Conference Room

Dennis Simpson

Las Colonias 
Development 
Corporation

Meets as needed and 
scheduled

Abe Herman

Mesa County 
Separator Project 
Board (PDR)

Quarterly @ Mesa Land 
Trust, 1006 Main Street

Mayoral Assignment

One Riverfront 2nd Monday of every even 
month @ 5:30 p.m. in 1st Fl 
Conference Room, Old 
Courthouse

Phillip Pe’a

Air Service Alliance 1st Friday of every month @ 
9:00 am @ Chamber of 
Commerce

Chuck McDaniel

Museum of the West Abe Herman
(Based on meeting times)
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Internal Boards

* = No Council representative required or assigned - City Council either makes or ratifies 
appointments - may or may not interview dependent on the particular board.

Board Name Meeting 
Day/Time/Place

2022/2023
Assignment

s

   2023/2024
Assignments

Commission on Arts 
and Culture*

4th Wednesday of each 
month at 4:00 p.m.
@ Hospitality Suite 

Randall Reitz
Dennis Simpson - Alternate

Forestry Board First Thursday of each 
month at 8:30 a.m. .@ 
Park Operations

Chuck McDaniel

Parks Improvement 
Advisory Board 
(PIAB)

Quarterly, 1st Tuesday 
@ noon @ Hospitality 
Suite

Phillip Pe’a

Parks & Recreation 
Advisory Board

1st Thursday @ noon 
@ Hospitality Suite (or 
occasionally in park or 
the Lincoln Park Barn).
Sometimes additional 
special meetings with 
things such as 
design/planning 
workshops.  

Phillip Pe’a
Abe Herman - Alternate

Persigo Board (All 
City and County 
Elected)

Annually and as 
needed

All

Property Committee Meets as needed and 
scheduled

Anna Stout
Abe Herman

Riverview 
Technology 
Corporation

Annual meeting in 
January

Dennis Simpson

Urban Trails 
Committee

2nd Wednesday of 
each month @ 5:30 
pm

Abe Herman
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Visit Grand 
Junction*

2nd Tuesday of each 
month at 3:00 p.m.
Various locations

Phillip Pe’a

Board Name Meeting 
Day/Time/Place

2022/2023
Assignments

   2023/2024
Assignments

Historic 
Preservation

1st Wednesday of each 
month at 4:00 p.m.
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Grand Junction City Council 

 
Workshop Session 

  
Item #1.b. 

  
Meeting Date: May 1, 2023 
  
Presented By: Matt Smith, Interim Chief of Police, John Shaver, City Attorney 
  
Department: Police 
  
Submitted By: John Shaver 
  
  

Information 
  
SUBJECT: 
  
Nuisance Update 
  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
  
Gray casinos, also known as “adult gaming arcades” or “adult gaming establishments” 
are businesses engaged in gambling-type activities that use technology to operate in a 
gray area of the law that distinguishes between games of games of chance (illegal) and 
games of skill (whose legality is or may be in question). 
These establishments are in commercial and residential areas in the City with examples 
of locations ranging from garages to storefronts, including one on Main Street. There 
are approximately 15 establishments; however, they open, close, and relocate so often 
it is difficult to track. They often operate 24 hours per day but tend to attract business in 
the nighttime hours. The establishments tend to attract increased criminal activity 
including theft, assault, drug trafficking, and prostitution to the areas in which they 
operate. Several high-profile incidents have occurred, including a recent shooting, 
stabbing, and a Federal investigation. Residents and business owners have contacted 
City staff complaining about the negative impact this type of activity is having on their 
business and/or residential community. 
  
Under HB22-1412, the State Gaming Commission has the power to investigate and 
prosecute crimes and enforce regulations pertaining to unlicensed gaming 
establishments throughout Colorado; however, the Colorado Division of Gaming 
Enforcement and Investigations Section has advised the City that the Division will not 
operate/provide enforcement outside of the cities authorized for limited gaming in 
Article XVIII, Section 9 of the Colorado Constitution (Blackhawk, Central City, and 
Cripple Creek). 
  
Currently, there are no City laws to restrict these types of business and land uses, and 
due to the technology and expertise required to investigate and prosecute, the 
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investigation and prosecution of these businesses as illegal under the state’s gambling 
or simulated gambling is almost impossible; accordingly, the establishments continue to 
operate in the City. 
  
As a beginning step to address the problems raised by these gaming establishments, 
staff proposed a moratorium on the opening or relocation of any gaming arcades for 
365 days in Ordinance No. 5125, so that staff may further investigate legal and practical 
paths to permanently addressing these problems. This enlarged “public nuisance” 
ordinance is intended as a potential solution. 
  
BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION: 
  
In 1990, Colorado voters passed the “Colorado Limited Gaming Initiative,” legalizing 
limited gaming in three Colorado towns: Blackhawk, Central City, and Cripple Creek. 
After that, the Colorado Gaming Division was created to regulate the industry. 
  
In the 2000’s, a new style of gaming facility, Internet Sweepstakes Cafés (“Cafés”), 
began appearing across Colorado. The Cafés took advantage of technology and 
loopholes in the gambling law to create a casino-gambling type environment. The Cafés 
were quickly outlawed by the Colorado legislature; however, rather than close, this gray 
casino industry changed tactics, by offering games of skill rather than games of chance 
and using technology to exploit loopholes in the law. 
  
A traditional casino-type slot machine is a game of chance. A player puts money into 
the machine, and the machine randomly determines if the player is a winner. So-called 
games of skill introduce a requirement that the player use a skilled input, usually 
pressing a button-press at a certain moment in the game. While the Colorado 
legislature passed a law outlawing simulated gambling in 2018, the law was found to be 
unconstitutional by the 4th Judicial District Court. The Colorado Supreme Court declined 
to hear an appeal, thus, leaving the District Court decision as controlling law. 
  
Also in 2018, the Colorado Legislature amended the simulated gambling statute. Since 
then, the gray casinos again changed their business model to make the most of 
loopholes in the law, including offering crypto currency, keeping payouts separate from 
the casino operation, using overseas computer servers, and other technological 
methods to work in the ill-defined areas of Colorado law. 
  
One difficulty in enforcing the gaming and simulated gambling law is the expertise 
required to investigate and successfully prosecute violations. While the Colorado 
Gaming Division contracts with a company to conduct forensic examinations of gaming 
machines to determine if they are compliant with the law, there are very few 
investigators/investigations, and the investigations are very time-consuming and 
expensive. As part of a potential prosecution, law enforcement would need to seize the 
machines and perform a forensic examination of each machine to determine how the 
machine works and whether it, and the business operation offering the machine(s), 
violates the law. Such investigations require expertise in gaming, gambling, simulated 
gambling, and gambling operations. Local law enforcement does not have the requisite 
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expertise and/or resources to conduct investigations. Additionally, the cost of 
forensically examining machines seized is exorbitant when compared to the 
classification of the crime of offering a simulated gambling device – a class 2 
misdemeanor – the lowest misdemeanor.   
  
Finally, if police seize gaming machines, shutter the businesses offering the machines 
and charge a violation(s) of the law only to find later that the business(es) is(are) 
operating within the law, such actions may lead to civil liability for the City. 
  
In 2022, the Colorado Legislature passed an amendment to the statute (HB22-1412) 
which previously limited the jurisdiction of the Colorado Gaming Division to the three 
gambling towns. The amendment gave the Division, and the Gaming Commission, 
jurisdiction to investigate and enforce law and gaming regulations against gaming 
establishments statewide. The Grand Junction Police Department has requested 
assistance from the Gaming Division’s Enforcement and Investigations Section; 
however, despite the law providing the Division with statewide jurisdiction, the GJPD 
was informed that the Division has no current plans to operate outside the three gaming 
towns. 
  
The problem of gray casinos is not unique to Grand Junction. Many cities are dealing 
with the problems that they bring. The issues are complicated both in the law and what 
is required for enforcement. 
  
The Grand Junction Police Department has seen an increase in criminal activity in 
several of these gaming locations and has engaged in increased enforcement efforts at 
those locations. Several of these locations have had high profile and serious criminal 
incidents, including a shooting and a stabbing, which have been covered by local 
media. The types of criminal activity being investigated at these locations include thefts, 
trafficking in stolen property, assaults, drug trafficking, and prostitution. Finally, several 
of these establishments were raided by Federal authorities in March of 2022 as part of 
a coordinated statewide effort, with the Federal investigation still ongoing.   
  
Because gaming establishments typically do not sell products, a City sales tax license 
is not required. Currently, the City does not have a special classification for these types 
of businesses, so they tend to exist irrespective of location regulations. The lack of 
regulation, taxation, and oversight allows these businesses to open, close, and relocate 
quickly and often. 
  
Ordinance No. 5125 was passed by Council on February 3, 2023 and became effective 
March 5, 2023 (attached). This ordinance placed a moratorium on the opening or 
relocation of any gaming establishment within the City. The moratorium lasts 365 days, 
beginning March 5, 2023. The purpose of the moratorium was for staff to continue to 
study the problem and legal avenues to address the problem. 
  
The result of the staff’s work is this proposed ordinance. The ordinance declares that 
properties that support or allow criminal activity on properties are a “Criminal Public 
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Nuisance,” and provides an enumerated list of crimes for which properties can be 
declared a Criminal Public Nuisance. Once a property is declared a nuisance, the 
ordinance provides a procedure by which the Chief of Police and the City Attorney (or 
designees) provide notice and procedures for abatement of the nuisance. 
  
The enumerated list of crimes which create a Criminal Public Nuisance are crimes 
which degrade the quality of life for the community and surrounding area, and/or attract 
additional criminal activity. 
  
When a property has been declared a Criminal Public Nuisance, the Chief of Police 
provides written notice to the property owner. If abatement does not occur within 10 
days, the City Attorney may initiate a civil action in Municipal Court. The Municipal 
Court is empowered to order civil penalties; physical closure of the property; and 
payment of costs for abatement to the City. 
  
Property rights and due process for the property owner are protected by providing 
notice and the opportunity to abate the nuisance without any City intervention, and then 
by a civil process in Municipal Court with all applicable rules and protections provided 
by law and the Constitution. 
  
The staff believes this ordinance allows the City to address the problems created by 
these businesses by compelling the offending properties to police activity under their 
control. It will not allow a property owner or business to turn a blind eye to illegal 
activities that are occurring on the property, thus condoning the behavior which leads to 
the decline in quality of life and safety for the surrounding community. For property 
owners that do allow this criminal activity to occur on their premises, the City will be 
able to use the abatement process in a fair manner designed to protect property rights 
and due process. Finally, this ordinance allows the City to address the problems 
created by offending businesses without directly addressing the legality of gray casinos 
and the aforementioned problems with enforcement of this unsettled area of the law. 
  
This proposed ordinance is narrowly tailored and will further the health, safety, and 
welfare of the people of the City. 
  
FISCAL IMPACT: 
  
This item is for discussion purposes only. 
  
SUGGESTED ACTION: 
  
City Council discussion.   
  

Attachments 
  
1. ORD 5125 - Moratorium 
2. ORD-Nuisance 20230222 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

ORDINANCE NO. 5125

AN ORDINANCE ENACTING A IV10RATORIUIVI TO PROHIBIT THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF ANY NEW OR RELOCATION OF EXISTING GAMING
ARCADES OR GAMING USES WITHIN THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION;

PROVIDING THAT THE MORATORIUM SHALL BE IN EFFECT FOR A PERIOD
WHICH SHALL TERMINATE AT THE EARLIEST OF THE CITY'S ADOPTION OF
AMENDIVIENT(S) TO 21.04.030 USE" SPECIFIC STANDARDS; AND/OR TITLE 9,

PUBLIC PEACE, MORALS AND WELFARE OF THE GRAND JUNCTION
MUNICIPAL CODE OR THE EXPIRATION OF 365 DAYS FROM THE EFFECTIVE

DATE OF THIS ORDINANCE; PROVIDING FOR FINDINGS, INTENT AND
PURPOSE; PROVIDING FOR DEFINITIONS; AND PROVIDING REPEALING

CLAUSES

RECITALS:

A new type of "gray casino" business has been operating in the City of Grand Junction
(City) and throughout Colorado. The businesses look, feel, and operate much like Las
Vegas style casinos. The businesses use technology to operate in a gray area of the
law which purports to distinguish games of skill from games of chance.

Due to the technology, the investigation and prosecution of the businesses as illegal
gambling, i.e., games of chance, is almost impossible and accordingly the businesses
continue to operate in the City.

With the passage of HB22-1412 the State's Gaming Commission was empowered to
investigate and prosecute crimes and enforce regulations pertaining to unlicensed
gaming establishments throughout Colorado; however, the Colorado Division of Gaming
Enforcement and Investigations Section has advised the City that the Division will not
operate/provide enforcement outside of the cities authorized for limited gaming in Article
XVIII, Section 9 of the Colorado Constitution (BIackhawk, Central City, and Cripple
Creek).

The games of skill typically offered by these businesses are video machines, similar to
video slot machines, which the player may win money, cryptocurrency, or other value.
Because these businesses operate in a gray area of the law, sometimes known as
simulated gambling, they are unregulated and uncontrolled under Colorado law. The
businesses often bring problems of increased crime, no public health oversight, and no
regulation of the flow of money. Because the businesses typically do not sell products, a
City sales tax license is not required.

A temporary moratorium disallowing new skilled gaming businesses will allow time for
the City Attorney's Office and the Grand Junction Police Department, and/or other legal
authority(ies) to conduct a review of existing skilled gaming establishment(s) and will
help preclude other businesses from opening in the City. A temporary moratorium will
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allow the City an opportunity to evaluate potential regulation, licensure, and other
avenues, including coordination with the State, to better limit the impact the businesses
are having on the community.

This temporary moratorium is narrowly tailored and will further the health, safety, and
welfare of the people of the City of Grand Junction.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE GRAND
JUNCTION THAT:

Chapter 21.04 Section 030 shall be revised in relevant part as follows (additions are
underlined and deletions marked with strike through notations):

(b) Adult Entertainment.

(1) The City Council finds that the concentration of certain adult entertainment
establishments in cities tends to result in the blighting and deterioration of the areas of
such concentration. Accordingly, it is necessary that these establishments be regulated
in a manner as to prevent the erosion of the character of affected neighborhoods.

(5) Definitions.

(i) (E) Gaming arcade (aka skilled gaming business) means any business location,
including a private club, that is owned, leased, or otherwise possessed, in whole or in
part, bv a person or by that person's partners, affiliates, subsidiaries, acjents, or
contractors which features (i) slot machine(s), (ii) aamblina device(s). (iii) simulated
gamblinci device(s), or (iv) any mechanical, electrical, video, electronic, or other device,
contrivance or machine which after insertion or conveyance of a coin, debit card, credit
card, cash, token or similar object or upon payment of any required consideration
whatsoever by a player, is available to be played or operated, and which, whether by
reason of the skill of the player or application of the element of chance, or both, may
deliver or entitle the player operating the machine to receive monetary compensation
and/or redeemable oame credits, or any other thina of value. This definition expressly
includes 'fish game' 'fish game table* 'fish game aambling table' however denominated
that consists of a tabletop electronic display with one or more stations featurinfl buttons,
joysticks, or other control(s) that delivers to the player cash, cash premiums.
redeemable aame credits or any other thina of value for successful play, whether the
redeemable payout is made from the machine, another machine, or from an em&lpyee
of the business. This definition expressly excludes any business location which features
bona fide amusement devices that pay nothing of value, cannot be adjusted to pay
anvthina of value, provide only unredeemable free flames, or provide only tickets
redeemable for nonmonetary prizes consistinc) of toys or novelties of nominal value;
crane aames; BINGO operations, coin-operated music machines; or anv_bona fide
amusement device authorized within restaurants by C.R.S 44-3-103(47).

(a) Slot machine: any mechanical, electrical, video, electronic, or other device^
contrivance, or machine which, after insertion of a coin, token, or similar object, or upon
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payment of any required consideration whatsoever by a player, is available to be played
or operated, and which, whether by reason of the skill of the player or application of the
element of chance, or both, may deliver or entitle the player operatinci the machine to
receive cash premiums, merchandise, tokens. redeemable game credits, or any other
thing of value other than unredeemable free games, whether the payoff is made
automatically from the machines or in any other manner; except that the term does not
include a crane game or vintage slot machine models introduced on the market in 1984.
does not contain component parts manufactured in 1984 or thereafter and is not used
for ciamblinfl .&urppses or limited ciaminci purposes.

(b) Gamblinci Device means any device, machine, paraphernalia, or equipment that
is used or usable in the playing phases of any professional cjamblinci activity, whether
that activity consists of aamblinfl between persons or dambling by a person involving
the playing of a machine; except that the term does not include a crane game.

(c) Simulated Gambling Device: a mechanically or electronically operated machine,
network, system, program, or device that is used by an entrant and that displays
simulated aamblinci displays on a screen or other mechanism at a business location,
including a private club, that is owned, leased, or otherwise possessed, in whole or in
part, by a person conductinci the Qame or by that person's partners, affiliates,
subsidiaries, agents, or contractors; except that the term does not include bona fide
amusement devices, as authorized in C.R.S. 44-3-103 (47), that pay nothina of value
and cannot be adjusted to pay anvthinfl of value. "Simulated ciamblinci device" includes:

(I) A video poker game or any other kind of video card game; (II) A video bincjo game;

A video craps game; (IV) A video keno pame; (V) A video lotto game; fVH A video
roulette game; (VII) A pot-of-ciold; (VIII) An eighMiner; (IX) A video oame based on or
involvina the random or chance matchino of different pictures, words, numbers, or
symbols: (X) An electronic ciaming machine, includinci a personal computer of any size
or conficjuration that performs any of the functions of an electronic ciamina machine; (Xl)
A siot machine, where results are determined by reason of the skill of the player or the
application of the element of chance, or both, as provided by Article XVIII, ^ 9f4)(c) of
the Colorado constitution; and (XII) A device that functions as, or simulates the play of,
a slot machine, where results are determined by reason of the skill of the player or the
application of the element of chance, or both, as provided by Article XVIII, § 9(4)(c) of
the Colorado constitution, (b) "Simulated gamblinci device" does not include any
parimutuel totalizator equipment that is used for pari-mutuel wagerinci on live or
simulcast racinc) events and that has been approved by the director of the division of
racing events for entities authorized and licensed under article 32 of title 44 of the
Colorado Revised Statutes.

(d) Crane Game means an amusement machine that, upon insertion of a coin. bill,
token, or similar object, allows the player to use one or more buttons, joysticks, or other
controls to maneuver a crane or claw over a nonmonetarv prize, tov, or novelty, none of
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which shall have a cost to the arcade of more than twenty-five dollars per item. and
then, using the crane or claw, to attempt to retrieve the prize, toy, or novelty for the
ilayer.

(8) _ Gaminfl Arcades: The City Council finds that it is necessary to preserve the
public health, safety, morals, and general welfare of the residents and businesses of the
City by affording time for City staff to evaluate the impact of Gaming Arcades, whether
such uses are legal and, if so, can be appropriately sited within the City with appropriate
reciulation, or whether such uses are or should be prohibited.

C\} Imposition of Moratorium. A moratorium period is hereby declared on all new
establishments not in existence or the relocation of existing establishments as of [DATE
(THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS ORDINANCE)], constituting Gaming Arcades (aka
skilled gaminci businesses), Slot Machinefs), Gambling Device(s) and Simulated
Gambling Device(s) from the effective date of this Ordinance, [DATE1, for the period of
three hundred sixty five (365) days to fDATEI (inclusive), or until further action of the
City Council endina, modifyinci or extendinci this moratorium, whichever occurs first.
Such further action shall be taken accordingly by ordinance of the City Council. No
applications pertaininci to sales and use tax. amendments to the official zoning map, site
development, liquor license, sign permit. buildincj permit, any development permit, or
renewal or transfer of any of the aforementioned shall be accepted for review bv the
Citv for the moratorium period as defined herein.

(ii) Repeal. Section 21.04.030(8) and subsections contained therein is repealed
effective FDATE1.

ALL OTHER PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 21.04 SECTION 030 SHALL REMAIN IN
FULL FORCE AND EFFECT.

Introduced on first reading this 18th day of January 2023 and ordered published in
pamphlet form.

Adopted on second reading this 1st day of February 2023 and ordered published in
pamphlet form.

ATTEST:

^u/L
Amy Philli^/^
City Clerk

Anna
President of City Council
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I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT the foregoing Ordinance, being

Ordinance No. 5125 was introduced by the City Council of the City of

Grand Junction, Colorado at a regular meeting of said body held on the

18th day of January 2023 and the same was published in The Daily

Sentinel, a newspaper published and in general circulation in said City, in

pamphlet form, at least ten days before its final passage.

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT a Public Hearing was held on the 1st

day of February 2023, at which Ordinance No. 5125 was read,

considered, adopted and ordered published in pamphlet form by the

Grand Junction City Council.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed

the official seal of said City this 3rd day of February 2023.

^
;/?A/

/
CUnA

uty City Clerk

Published: January 20, 2023
Published: February 03, 2023
Effective: March 05, 2023
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PROPERTY USED IN CONNECTION WITH CERTAIN CRIMES 1 

Legislative purpose. 2 

The abatement of property and/or structures used as, for, or in support of public 3 

nuisances is a matter of purely local and municipal concern, the abatement of which is 4 

for and in the interest of the protection of public health, safety, and welfare.  5 

Criminal activity on a property is a public nuisance. The purpose of this chapter __ is to 6 

reduce public nuisances created by the use of property in connection with certain 7 

crimes. The remedies provided are designed to cause property owners to be attentive 8 

to preventing crime on or in their property; to make property owners responsible for the 9 

use of their property by tenants, guests, and occupants; and to otherwise deter criminal 10 

activity on private property within the City limits. 11 

Definitions. 12 

The following words, terms, and phrases, when used in this chapter __ shall have the 13 

meanings ascribed to them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a 14 

different meaning: 15 

Agent means, if applicable, either a resident manager or a property manager. 16 

Chief of Police includes any person designated by the Police Chief or his/her designee 17 

in the enforcement of the GJMC. 18 

Controlled substance means the same as in C.R.S. § 18-18-102(5). 19 

Controlled substance analog means the same as in C.R.S. § 18-18-102(6). 20 

Court means the Grand Junction Municipal Court. 21 

Criminal Nuisance Property (Property) means any kind of structure, edifice, building, or 22 

unit(s) thereof or land on or in which any of the following activities has occurred or is 23 

occurring, or used to commit, conduct, promote, facilitate, or aid the commission of 24 

any of the following activities: 25 

(1) Prostitution within the meaning of GJMC; ___ and/or within the meaning of C.R.S. §§ 26 

18-7-201, 18-7-202, 18-7-203, 18-7-204, 18-7-205, 18-7- 206; 27 

(2) Human trafficking within the meaning of C.R.S. §§ 18-3-503 or 18-3-504; 28 

(3) Professional Gambling within the meaning of C.R.S. § 18-10-102(8); gambling on 29 

premises, C.R.S. § 18-10-102(5); or keeping of a gambling record, C.R.S. § 18-10-102(7); 30 

and/or acts within the meaning of GJMC ___; 31 

(4) The unlawful manufacture, cultivation, growth, production, processing, or possession 32 

of marijuana within the meaning of GJMC ______; and/or within the meaning of C.R.S. § 33 

18-18-405; 34 
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(5) The unlawful manufacture, cultivation, growth, production, processing, sale, 35 

distribution, storage or use, or possession for any unlawful manufacture, sale, or use, or 36 

possession for any unlawful manufacture, sale, distribution, or use of a controlled 37 

substance, C.R.S. § 18-18-405, or a controlled substance analog, C.R.S. §18-18-102, or 38 

an imitation controlled substance, C.R.S. § 18-18-421; except for possession of less than 39 

sixteen ounces of marijuana. 40 

(6) Unlawful manufacture, sale, or distribution of drug paraphernalia, C.R.S. § 18-18- 426; 41 

(7) Prostitution of a child, C.R.S. § 18-7-401(7); soliciting for child prostitution, C.R.S. § 18-42 

7-402; pandering of a child, C.R.S. § 18-7-403; keeping a place of child prostitution, 43 

C.R.S. § 18-7-404; pimping a child, C.R.S. § 18-7-405; or inducement of child prostitution, 44 

C.R.S. § 18-7-405.5; or 45 

(8) Sexual exploitation of children, C.R.S. § 18-6-403. 46 

(9) Misdemeanor theft within the meaning of GJMC ____ and C.R.S. § 18-4-401. 47 

(10) Repeatedly disturbing the peace within the meaning of GJMC ___ unnecessary 48 

noise; disturbing the peace), and ____ (disorderly conduct). 49 

(11) A violation of any provision of the Colorado Liquor Code, C.R.S. § 44-3-101 et. seq. 50 

(12) A violation of any provision of the Colorado Escort Service Code, C.R.S. § 29-11.8-51 

101 et. seq. 52 

(13) A violation of any provision of the Colorado Massage Therapy Practice Act, C.R.S. § 53 

12-25.5-101 et. seq. 54 

(14) A violation of any provision of C.R.S. § 18-12-109 relating to the possession, use, or 55 

removal of explosive or incendiary devices, or possession of components thereof. 56 

(15) Repeated acts of discharge of any firearm within the meaning of GJMC excluding 57 

discharge of a slingshot, BB gun or pellet gun or discharge that may be authorized by 58 

the Chief of Police. 59 

(16) Repeated acts of violence within the meaning of Colorado law applicable to 60 

murder in the first degree, C.R.S. § 18-3-102; murder in the second degree, C.R.S. § 18-3-61 

103; assault in the first degree; C.R.S. § 18-3-202; or assault in the second degree, C.R.S. 62 

§ 18-3-203, but excluding domestic violence acts as defined in C.R.S. § 18-6-800.3(1). 63 

(17) Repeated violations of federal, state, or municipal law which adversely affect the 64 

health, safety, or welfare of the residents of the City. 65 

Delivery means the same as in C.R.S. § 18-18-102(7). 66 

Distribution means the same as in C.R.S. § 18-18-102(11). 67 

Firearm means the same as ___ of the GJMC. 68 

Gambling means the same as ___ of the GJMC. 69 
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Imitation controlled substance means the same as C.R.S. § 18-18-420(3). 70 

Manufacture means the same as C.R.S. § 18-18-102(17).  71 

Marijuana means the same as ___ of the GJMC. 72 

Owner means any person, agent, firm, corporation, association, or partnership 73 

including: 74 

(1) Any part owner, joint owner, tenant in common, tenant in partnership, joint tenant, 75 

or tenant by the entirety of the whole or of a part of the property; or 76 

(2) A mortgagee in possession in whom is vested: 77 

  a. All or part of the legal title to property; or 78 

b. All or part of the beneficial ownership and a right to present use and 79 

enjoyment of the premises. 80 

Person means any natural person, association, partnership, or corporation capable of 81 

owning or using property in the City. 82 

Production means the same as C.R.S. § 18-18-102(30). 83 

Prostitution means the same as __ of the GJMC. 84 

Repeated and Repeatedly means the same as “repeatedly” defined in section ___ of 85 

the GJMC, unless stated otherwise. 86 

Sale means the same as in C.R.S. § 18-18-102(33). 87 

Structure means any type of building, dwelling, edifice, enclosure, garage, house, 88 

room, shed, shop, store, warehouse, or unit thereof.  See also Criminal Nuisance 89 

Property (Property).  90 

Criminal Nuisance Property prohibited. 91 

(a) It is unlawful for any Structure to be employed or used as Criminal Nuisance Property 92 

within the City. 93 

If a Property is found to be used or employed in violation of this chapter, it is subject to 94 

closure for a period of up to one year. 95 

(b) It is unlawful for any person to employ, use, maintain, or make available or allow the 96 

employment, use, or maintenance of structures as Criminal Nuisance Property within the 97 

City. Any person who fails to voluntarily cease the use or occupancy of a Property as 98 

required by this Code may be removed pursuant to a court order after notice and an 99 

opportunity to be heard by the Court pursuant to this chapter. The Court of original 100 

jurisdiction for these matters shall be the Grand Junction Municipal Court. 101 

 102 

 103 
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Closure procedure. 104 

(a) When the Chief of Police has reason to believe that a Property is being employed, 105 

used, or maintained in violation of the GJMC the Chief of Police may with the 106 

assistance of the City Attorney commence proceedings to cause the closure of the 107 

Structure/Property. 108 

Except in cases brought pursuant to section __, if the Chief of Police wishes to 109 

commence proceedings: 110 

(1) The Chief of Police shall notify the owner of record in writing that the 111 

Structure/Property has been determined to be Criminal Nuisance Property. The notice, 112 

which shall be in a form approved by the City Attorney, shall contain the following 113 

information: 114 

a. The street address or a legal description sufficient for identification of the premises on 115 

which the Structure is located. 116 

b. A statement that the Chief of Police has found the Structure/Property to be in 117 

violation of this chapter with a reasonably concise description of the conditions leading 118 

to his or her findings. 119 

(2) A copy of the notice shall be served on the owner or his or her agent at least ten 120 

days prior to the commencement of any judicial action by the City. Service shall be 121 

made either personally or by mailing a copy of the notice by certified mail, postage 122 

prepaid, with return receipt requested, to the person at his or her address as it appears 123 

on the last tax assessment or as may be otherwise known to the Chief of Police. 124 

(3) A copy of the notice shall also be served on the occupant of the Structure not less 125 

than ten days prior to the commencement of any judicial proceeding and shall be 126 

made either personally or by mailing a copy of the notice by certified mail, postage 127 

prepaid, with return receipt requested, to his/her at the structure. 128 

(4) A copy of the notice shall also be posted on the Property not less than ten days prior 129 

to the commencement of any judicial proceedings. 130 

(5) The failure of any person or owner to receive actual notice of the determination by 131 

the Chief of Police shall not invalidate or otherwise affect the proceedings under this 132 

division. 133 

(b) If the Property continues as a Criminal Nuisance Property despite the giving of the 134 

notices described in subsection (a) of this section, the City Attorney is authorized to 135 

commence civil proceedings in court seeking the closure of the Structure/Property as 136 

well as the imposition of civil penalties against any or all the owner(s) thereof and any 137 

such other relief as may be deemed appropriate. No fees shall be assessed for filing 138 

pleadings in connection with the enforcement of this chapter. 139 

 140 
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Enforcement of closure order; costs; civil penalty. 141 

(a) If the Court finds by a preponderance of the evidence that a Structure/Property 142 

constitutes Criminal Nuisance Property as defined in this chapter, the Court may order 143 

that it shall be closed for any period of up to one year and that the owner pays to the 144 

City a civil penalty to be determined by the Court taking into consideration the factors 145 

enumerated in subsection (d) of ________. 146 

(b) The Court may also authorize the City to physically secure the Structure/Property 147 

against use or occupancy if the owner fails to do so within the time specified by the 148 

Court. If the City is authorized to secure the Property, all costs reasonably incurred by 149 

the City to affect a closure shall be made an assessment lien upon the Property. As 150 

used in this subsection, the term "costs" means the costs incurred by the City, including 151 

but not limited to labor and materials, for the physical securing of the 152 

Structure/Property. The City shall prepare a statement of costs to be used for the labor 153 

and materials and administrative fees. Any lien(s) imposed shall be collected in all 154 

respects as property taxes.  155 

(c) Any person who is assessed the costs of closure or a civil penalty by the Court shall 156 

be personally liable for the payment thereof to the City and the City may reduce an 157 

unpaid penalty to an enforceable judgment. 158 

(d) Should the Court order closure of the Structure/Property, the owner shall continue to 159 

provide for the maintenance, environmental clean-up, sanitation, utilities, insurance, 160 

and security of the Property during the period of closure. 161 

Commencement of actions; burdens of proof; defenses; mitigation of civil penalty. 162 

(a) Except in a proceeding under ___ , if after notice but prior to the commencement 163 

of proceedings pursuant to this division an owner specifically stipulates with the City 164 

that he or she will pursue a course of action as the parties agree will necessarily abate 165 

the conditions giving rise to the violation, the City may agree to stay the 166 

commencement of proceedings; however, if the City reasonably believes the owner is 167 

not diligently pursuing the action contemplated by the stipulation, it may then 168 

commence proceedings pursuant to this chapter. 169 

(b) In an action seeking civil penalties from an owner or the closure of a structure as 170 

criminal nuisance property, the City shall have the initial burden of proof to show by a 171 

preponderance of the evidence that the Structure/Property is a Criminal Nuisance 172 

Property. 173 

(c) In any action brought to enforce the terms of section ____ evidence of a structure's 174 

general reputation and/or the reputation of person(s) residing in or frequenting it shall 175 

be admissible. 176 

(d) In establishing the amount of any civil penalty requested, the Court may consider 177 

any of the following factors, as may be appropriate, and shall cite those found 178 

applicable: 179 

Packet Page 21



 

 

(1) The actions taken by the owner to mitigate or correct the problem at the 180 

Structure/Property; 181 

(2) The financial condition of the owner as demonstrated by sworn financial affidavit(s) 182 

filed with the Court; 183 

(3) Whether the problem(s) at the Structure/Property is(are) repeated or continuous; 184 

(4) The magnitude or gravity of the problem(s); 185 

(5) The economic or financial benefit accruing or likely to accrue to the owner because 186 

of the conditions at the Structure/Property; 187 

(6) The cooperativeness of the owner with the City; 188 

(7) The cost to the City of investigating and correcting or attempting to correct the 189 

condition(s); and 190 

(8) Any other factor deemed by the Court to be relevant. 191 

(e) Relief to innocent owners - affirmative defense. It shall be an affirmative defense to 192 

section ____ if the owner of the real property/structure at issue: 193 

(1) Did not have actual knowledge of the conduct constituting a Criminal Nuisance 194 

Property, or notice of an act or circumstance creating the Criminal Nuisance Property; 195 

and 196 

(2) Upon learning of the conduct constituting a criminal Nuisance Property, took 197 

reasonable action to prohibit such use of the Property; and 198 

(3) Fully cooperated with all law enforcement agencies in any investigation and 199 

prosecution of the criminal acts relating to the Criminal Nuisance Property; and 200 

(4) Did not participate in the criminal acts.  201 

(f) The Court may require an owner whose Property has been deemed a Criminal 202 

Nuisance Property to have the Property inspected by city (Fire, Police, Zoning) 203 

inspector(s) and Mesa County building and/or health inspectors, where appropriate, at 204 

the owner's expense, for the presence of hazards, prior to the Structure/Property being 205 

reoccupied. 206 

(1) If the Property is found to have structural, environmental, or other life or health safety 207 

hazards, the owner shall bear the expense to have the hazard(s) remediated to the 208 

applicable regulatory standard(s). 209 

(2) The owner will bear the expense of having a follow-up inspection by any and all 210 

inspectors to confirm the hazard(s) have been remediated. 211 

(3) During remediation the owner shall continue to provide for the maintenance, 212 

environmental clean-up, sanitation, utilities, insurance, and security of the Property. 213 

 214 
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Closure during pendency of action; emergency closures. 215 

If it is determined that the Property/Structure is an immediate threat to the public 216 

health, safety and welfare, the City may apply to the Court for immediate ex parte 217 

interim relief that is deemed by the City Attorney to be appropriate. In such an event, 218 

the notification procedures set forth in section ____ and the limitation of section _____ 219 

need not be satisfied. The Court shall order the immediate service of the normal 220 

pleadings together with a copy of an emergency order authorizing temporary closure 221 

of the Property/Structure until such time as the defendant property owner petitions the 222 

Court for review.  The Court shall hear any such motion(s) at its earliest convenience.  223 

Sec. ____ Relief from closure order. 224 

(a) An owner of a Property/Structure determined to be Criminal Nuisance Property may 225 

obtain relief from the Court's judgment if the owner: 226 

(1) Appears and pays all costs associated with the proceedings under this chapter; 227 

(2) Files a bond in a form acceptable to the City Attorney such that the Court may by 228 

order direct in an amount not less than the tax-assessed value of the Property/Structure 229 

and for a term on no less than one year or for such longer period as the Court directs 230 

that the Property/Structure will comply; and 231 

(3) Enters into a stipulation with the City in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, that 232 

the owner will immediately abate the conditions giving rise to the Criminal Nuisance 233 

Property and prevent the conditions from being established or maintained thereafter. 234 

The stipulation will then be made part of the Court action and accordingly be 235 

enforceable by the Court. 236 

(b) If the owner violates the terms of the stipulation, the City may thereafter apply to the 237 

Court for an order awarding up to the entire amount of the bond to the City as a 238 

penalty as well as such other relief, including closure of the Property/Structure for any 239 

additional period of up to one year, that is deemed by the Court to be appropriate. 240 
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Grand Junction City Council 

 
Workshop Session 

  
Item #1.c. 

  
Meeting Date: May 1, 2023 
  
Presented By: Daniella Acosta, Senior Planner, Henry Brown, Mobility Planner, 

Patrick Picard 
  
Department: Community Development 
  
Submitted By: Dani Acosta, Senior Planner 
  
  

Information 
  
SUBJECT: 
  
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan  
  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
  
In July of 2022, the City hired Fehr and Peers to work on developing the first ever 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan (Plan) for the Grand Junction community. This effort will 
work towards three primary goals: 

• Establish a vision for the future pedestrian and bicycle network.  
• Identify prioritized investments that the City will gradually implement over 

time. 
• Create a more comfortable and welcoming place for people walking, rolling 

and biking across all ages and abilities. 

 
 The project team will present the recommendations in the consolidated draft for 
discussion.  
  
BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION: 
  
This effort will address the City’s active transportation (multi-modal) programs, policies 
and infrastructure in alignment with the City’s 2020 Comprehensive Plan, Plan Principle 
6; Efficient and Connected Transportation and the City Council’s Strategic Priority 
Mobility and Infrastructure. Additionally, the focus of the Plan shall be to identify 
strategies, policies, and performance measures to guide the planning, funding, and 
implementation of future active transportation projects, and to encourage increased 
non-motorized trips across all ages and abilities. 
 
The City launched the development of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan in August 2022 
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with the formation of a 17-member steering committee. Members of the Steering 
Committee will play a critical role supporting the completion of the plan. In an effort to 
ensure the steering committee reflected the everyday user, the City put out a call for 
applications to the broader community to solicit candidates interested in serving on the 
Steering Committee. A total of 72 applications were received. Staff solicited a pool of 
applicants that were geographically diverse and inclusive of different age groups and 
professions who were part of a target demographic or who may, through their 
employment, represent vulnerable or underrepresented users, such as individuals with 
disabilities, youth, low-income populations, and service industry workers. 
 
Following the formation of the steering committee, staff conducted extensive community 
outreach consisting of 12 intercept events throughout the community, a walk audit and 
bike audit with members of the steering committee, nine focus groups, an online survey 
and an interactive mapping exercise, and an open house to collect input on existing 
conditions and community needs. Approximately 80 community members attended the 
open house. Through the engagement process, staff made 300 individual points of 
contact with community members at the intercept events, solicited input from 65 focus 
group participants, and received 669 comments on the online survey and 1,098 
comments on the interactive online map. 
  
In December 2022, the City released an Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment 
Report that synthesized all public input and findings during the first phase of the project. 
Additionally, the City released the draft network plans for pedestrian corridors and 
bicycle corridors, and additions to the Active Transportation Corridors map. Both 
documents are available for review on GJSpeaks.org. Staff workshopped the Existing 
Conditions and Needs Assessment Report with the City Council on December 19, 2022 
and with the Planning Commission on January 5, 2023. 
 
The City released the first draft of the Plan on February 2. The draft plan presents the 
identified level of traffic stress (LTS) for corridors in the City ranked for both pedestrians 
and bikes and recommended treatments. The consultants also prepared a prioritized 
projects list for infrastructure improvements. The plan also includes non-infrastructure 
policy and programmatic recommendations. 
 
The City entered into a second round of public outreach during the first week of 
February to gather input on the elements of the draft plan. Staff has conducted 10 
intercept events to encourage the public to read and provide comments on the draft 
plan: 

• Mesa County Public Library, Feb 2 and Feb 16 
• KAFM Radio Show, Mobile Mesa County, Feb 8 
• Downtown Development Authority Board Meeting, Feb 9 
• Winter Bike to Work Day, Feb 10 
• Colorado E-Bikes, Feb 11 
• Horizon Drive BID Board Meeting, Feb 15 
• Colorado Mesa University Natural Resources Job Fair, Feb 15 
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• Virtual Open House, Feb 21. 
• Associate Growth for Growth and Development, April 6 

 
The City also held a second in-person open house on February 22 at the Lincoln Park 
Barn as an additional venue to collect public comment. Additionally, there was an online 
survey available to fill out until February 26. The public comment portion on GJ Speaks 
for the draft plan remained open until February 26.  
 
On March 22, the draft version of the final plan was presented to the Urban Trails 
Committee. The Urban Trails Committee voted to forward a motion to the City Council 
to approve the document. 
 
On March 28, the item was heard by the Planning Commission and continued the item. 
Staff conducted an additional round of revisions to Chapter 6 of the plan at the request 
of the Planning Commission and held two additional workshops with the Planning 
Commission on April 7 and April 20. The latest version of the revised draft is available 
on the City's website. The Planning Commission reviewed and provided a 
recommendation of approval (6-0) at their April 25th meeting. At the hearing, the 
Planning Commission received various comments from representatives of canal 
companies opposing the delineation of Active Transportation Corridors along canals. 
This plan has been scheduled for first reading at City Council on May 3 and second 
reading on May 17th. 
  
FISCAL IMPACT: 
  
None.  
  
SUGGESTED ACTION: 
  
For discussion only.  
  

Attachments 
  
1. Appendix B_Project Prioritization Methodology 
2. GJ PBP_Final Plan_April2023 
3. PBP Draft Plan to Final Plan Changes Made 
4. Planning Commission Workshop - 4-6-23 - Final Updates 
5. Appendix A_Existing Conditions Needs Assess 
6. ORD-2023 Bike and Ped Plan 20230426 
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The prioritization factors in Table 1 emerged from conversations with the public, steering committee, and City 

staff. These inputs were used to prioritize proposed bicycle and sidewalk projects into three tiers: low-, medium-, 

and high-priority. 

+     

+     

+  +   

+  + +  

 +    

 +    

  + + + 

  +   

  +   

+  +   

  +   

  +   

  +   

  +   

  +   

Each section below describes how projects receive prioritization points for each input. For each individual score, 

thresholds for scores 1-5 will be defined based on the breaks established in the data.  

Number of the following destinations within a ½ mile buffer of each project: 

• Bus stops 

• Parks & recreation centers  

• Libraries & public buildings 

• Social services 

• CHFA addresses 

• Schools (weighted x2) 

• Childcare facilities (weighted x2) 

• Healthcare facilities 

• Grocery stores & markets (weighted x2) 

• Trailheads 
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Score Number of Key Destinations, Weighted 

 Bike Projects Sidewalk Projects 

1 0-6 0-1 

2 7-15 2-6 

3 16-27 7-13 

4 28-48 14-28 

5 49-159 29-120 

Does the project cross a river, railroad, and/or highway? Weighted double to account for importance of this 

measure, as stressed by the steering committee. 

Score Crosses Barrier 

0 N 

2 Y 

FOR PEDESTRIAN PROJECTS ONLY: Is the project on an Active Transportation Corridor(s)? 

Score ATC 

0 N 

2 Y 

Does this project improve access for low income populations? This measure assesses whether the project 

serves a low income census tract, which is one with an annual median income below $54,570 (the median 

household income in Grand Junction in 2020). Weighted double to account for importance of this measure, as 

stressed by the steering committee. 

Score Low Income Neighborhoods Served 

 Bike Projects Sidewalk Projects 

0 0 0 

2 1-2 1 

4 3-4 2 

Is the project on the Active Transportation High Injury Network? Weighted double to account for importance of 

this measure. 
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Score HIN 

0 N 

2 Y 

Are there lighting-related crashes within 50 feet of the project?  

Score LIGHTING 

0 N 

1 Y 

Is the project in an area that lacks lighting? 

Score Number of Light Poles/Mile 

 Bike Projects Sidewalk Projects 

1 100-358 40-119 

2 40-99 20-39 

3 20-39 10-19 

4 5-19 1-9 

5 0-4 0 

 

Final score 10-15: High priority  

Final score 8-9: Medium priority 

Final score 2-7: Low priority 

 

Final score 10-16: High priority  

Final score 7-9: Medium priority 

Final score 2-6: Low priority 
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T 0.

95 

0 1 0 4 1 1 0 1 1 17 32 4 0 1 2 0 0 2 2 5 11 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

17 

1 0 0 5 2 2 0 0 3 8 28 4 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 5 11 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

21 

0 0 0 7 3 3 1 2 8 27 61 5 0 2 2 0 0 3 14 4 11 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

53 

0 1 0 5 2 1 0 0 8 17 42 4 0 1 2 0 0 1 2 5 11 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

43 

0 1 1 4 3 5 4 0 1 32 59 5 0 2 2 0 0 2 5 4 11 

LINCOL

N PARK 

TRAIL/15

TH ST 

T 0.

27 

0 0 1 8 2 2 1 2 6 22 54 5 0 1 2 0 0 3 11 4 11 

BROAD

WAY 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

3.

39 

1 1 0 7 3 0 0 2 5 8 38 4 0 0 0 2 0 11 3 5 11 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

75 

0 1 0 1 3 0 0 1 1 16 28 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 11 

HWY 50 T or 

CT or 

PBL 

3.

50 

2 1 0 6 2 5 0 4 3 23 55 5 0 1 2 0 0 17 5 4 11 

HWY 6 

AND 50 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

64 

0 3 0 4 2 1 1 5 6 21 52 5 0 2 2 0 0 9 14 4 11 

26 1/2 

RD 

BBL 0.

26 

0 0 1 1 2 4 2 0 0 16 29 4 0 1 2 2 0 11 43 2 10 

PATTER

SON RD 

BBL 0.

25 

0 1 1 3 3 4 4 0 0 25 48 4 0 2 2 2 0 11 43 2 10 

27 RD BL 0.

37 

1 0 0 7 3 4 0 0 3 11 39 4 0 1 2 0 0 6 16 4 10 
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28 1/2 

RD 

BL 1.

01 

1 0 0 4 1 1 0 0 0 6 18 3 0 1 2 0 0 4 4 5 10 

29 1/2 

RD 

BL 1.

67 

0 1 0 9 2 4 4 1 1 41 75 5 0 0 0 0 0 7 4 5 10 

INDEPE

NDENT 

AVE 

BL 0.

03 

1 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 10 22 3 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 5 10 

LINDEN 

AVE 

BL 0.

50 

1 0 0 5 2 5 0 1 2 8 31 4 0 1 2 0 0 9 18 4 10 

N 15TH 

ST 

BL 0.

25 

0 0 1 7 2 2 1 2 4 21 49 5 0 2 2 0 0 5 20 3 10 

N 5TH 

ST 

BL 0.

21 

0 0 0 7 2 7 5 16 6 66 118 5 0 1 2 2 0 29 138 1 10 

N 7TH 

ST 

BL 0.

21 

0 0 0 8 2 6 6 13 6 62 113 5 0 2 2 2 0 74 358 1 10 

ORCHAR

D AVE 

BL 0.

61 

0 0 1 7 3 3 2 2 7 31 66 5 0 2 2 0 0 18 29 3 10 

W 

PINYON 

AVE 

BL 0.

50 

1 3 0 3 2 0 0 0 5 19 41 4 0 1 2 0 0 3 6 4 10 

28 RD BB 0.

50 

0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 11 16 3 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 5 10 

B 1/4 RD BB 0.

50 

0 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 0 6 18 3 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 5 10 

BOOKCL

IFF AVE 

BB 0.

99 

0 1 0 6 3 0 1 1 1 32 55 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 10 

ELM AVE BB 0.

33 

0 0 0 7 4 3 1 3 7 33 69 5 0 1 2 0 0 10 30 3 10 

MAIN ST BB 0.

62 

0 0 0 8 3 7 7 16 7 68 127 5 0 2 2 2 0 110 176 1 10 

OXFORD 

AVE 

BB 0.

49 

0 0 0 3 1 1 0 1 0 7 17 3 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 5 10 

PINON 

ST 

BB 0.

13 

1 0 0 5 2 4 0 0 3 10 32 4 0 1 2 0 0 2 16 4 10 

W 

ORCHAR

D AVE 

BB 0.

26 

0 2 0 5 2 1 0 0 8 13 40 4 0 1 2 0 0 3 11 4 10 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

61 

1 1 0 7 3 4 0 1 3 15 46 4 0 1 2 0 0 3 5 4 10 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

52 

0 1 0 8 2 3 2 0 1 32 60 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 10 

S 

REDLAN

DS 

RD/26 

3/8 RD 

T 0.

52 

0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 6 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 5 10 

27 1/2 

RD 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

50 

1 1 0 5 1 0 0 1 3 12 31 4 0 1 2 0 0 8 16 4 10 

27 RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

54 

0 0 0 4 1 4 0 0 1 8 23 3 0 1 2 0 0 2 4 5 10 

30 RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

97 

0 0 0 9 1 0 3 1 0 30 54 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 5 10 

B 1/2 RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

49 

0 1 0 3 1 1 0 1 0 12 24 3 0 1 2 0 0 1 2 5 10 
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HWY 6 T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

34 

0 2 0 4 1 1 0 1 6 19 41 4 0 2 2 0 0 3 9 4 10 

 

FULL_N

AME 

Facilit

yRec 

Mil

es 

Trailh

_Ct 

Grocer

y_Ct 

Healt

h_Ct 

Child

c_Ct 

Schoo

l_Ct 

CHF

A_Ct 

Servic

e_Ct 

Publi

c_Ct 

Park

_Ct 

Stop

_Ct 

Key_Dest

_Ct_Wt 

Key_De

st_Sc 

Barrie

r_Sc 

LowIn

c_Ct 

Equity

_Sc 

HIN

_Sc 

DkCras

h_Sc 

Light

_Ct 

Posts

_Mi 

Light

_Sc 

Final

_Sc 

28 1/4 

RD 

BBL 0.

67 

0 0 0 6 0 4 1 0 6 15 38 4 0 1 2 0 0 19 28 3 9 

N 12TH 

ST 

BBL 0.

21 

0 0 0 7 4 5 3 4 7 24 65 5 0 1 2 0 0 9 44 2 9 

W 

GRAND 

AVE 

BBL 0.

07 

0 0 0 3 1 2 3 12 4 36 65 5 0 0 0 2 0 3 44 2 9 

B 1/2 

RD 

BL 0.

48 

0 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 12 19 3 0 1 2 0 0 5 10 4 9 

B 1/2 

RD 

BL 0.

59 

0 0 0 4 1 1 0 0 0 10 21 3 0 1 2 0 0 7 12 4 9 

B RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

1.

39 

1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 6 12 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 5 9 

C 1/2 

RD 

BL 1.

50 

1 0 0 4 1 1 0 0 3 2 17 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 5 9 

CROSB

Y AVE 

BL 0.

32 

0 1 0 1 1 1 1 5 2 18 33 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 5 9 

E 1/2 

RD 

BL 1.

24 

0 1 0 6 4 0 1 1 1 23 48 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 9 

NORTH 

AVE 

BL 0.

19 

0 0 0 5 0 0 4 1 0 13 28 4 0 1 2 0 0 4 21 3 9 

26 3/4 

RD 

BB 0.

19 

0 1 1 3 3 4 4 0 0 25 48 4 0 1 2 0 0 4 21 3 9 

26 3/8 

RD 

BB 0.

14 

0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 1 1 7 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 5 9 

B 1/2 

RD 

BB 0.

21 

0 0 0 2 1 4 0 2 0 5 17 3 0 1 2 0 0 4 19 4 9 

BOOKC

LIFF 

AVE 

BB 0.

47 

0 1 1 7 3 5 3 1 2 32 66 5 0 2 2 0 0 20 43 2 9 

E 

SHERW

OOD 

DR 

BB 0.

19 

0 0 0 6 3 1 0 2 7 20 48 4 0 1 2 0 0 5 26 3 9 

LEGAC

Y WAY 

BB 0.

29 

0 0 0 3 1 1 0 2 1 3 15 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 5 9 

N 23RD 

ST 

BB 0.

12 

0 1 1 7 1 2 2 0 2 17 42 4 0 1 2 0 0 4 32 3 9 

N 24TH 

ST 

BB 0.

37 

0 1 1 6 1 2 2 1 2 19 43 4 0 1 2 0 0 9 24 3 9 

N 

SHERW

OOD 

DR 

BB 0.

04 

0 0 0 6 3 1 0 2 5 18 44 4 0 1 2 0 0 1 24 3 9 
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SANTA 

CLARA 

AVE 

BB 0.

25 

2 0 0 6 2 5 0 1 4 11 39 4 0 1 2 0 0 6 24 3 9 

SANTA 

CLARA 

AVE 

BB 0.

06 

1 0 0 5 2 3 0 0 3 10 31 4 0 1 2 0 0 2 35 3 9 

D 1/2 

RD 

T 1.

03 

0 1 0 9 1 0 0 0 2 14 38 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 5 9 

D 1/2 

RD 

T 0.

87 

0 0 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 13 29 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 9 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 0.

09 

0 0 0 4 2 1 0 2 7 17 39 4 0 1 2 0 0 2 22 3 9 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 0.

56 

0 0 1 3 2 3 2 0 5 23 44 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 5 9 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 0.

19 

0 1 1 3 3 4 4 0 0 23 46 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 9 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 2.

80 

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 9 11 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 9 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 0.

12 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 10 11 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 9 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 0.

55 

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 7 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 9 

HANNA

H LN 

T 0.

55 

0 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 23 28 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 5 9 

24 1/2 

RD 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

1.

19 

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 14 19 3 2 0 0 0 0 14 12 4 9 

25 RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

34 

0 1 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 20 27 3 0 1 2 0 0 5 15 4 9 

D RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

2.

98 

3 0 0 7 1 0 0 0 2 21 42 4 0 0 0 0 0 8 3 5 9 

E RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

1.

47 

0 1 0 6 1 0 3 1 0 9 29 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 5 9 

PITKIN 

AVE 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

39 

0 0 0 6 2 4 2 1 3 17 43 4 0 0 0 2 0 9 23 3 9 

HORIZO

N DR 

BBL 1.

20 

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 15 21 3 2 0 0 0 0 35 29 3 8 

28 1/4 

RD 

BL 0.

07 

0 0 0 4 1 3 1 0 4 14 32 4 0 2 2 0 0 6 80 2 8 

29 RD BL 1.

09 

0 1 0 6 1 1 0 0 0 6 23 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 8 

B 1/2 

RD 

BL 0.

25 

0 0 0 4 1 4 0 1 0 4 19 3 0 1 2 0 0 5 20 3 8 

B RD BL 1.

35 

1 1 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 5 22 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 5 8 

26 1/4 

RD 

BB 0.

21 

0 0 0 3 1 1 0 2 1 3 15 2 0 1 2 0 0 3 14 4 8 

27 3/4 

RD 

BB 0.

18 

0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 7 12 2 0 1 2 0 0 1 5 4 8 
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30 1/2 

RD 

BB 0.

34 

1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 6 16 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

30 1/4 

RD 

BB 0.

04 

1 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 1 4 16 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

BELFOR

D AVE 

BB 0.

04 

0 1 1 6 1 2 2 0 1 18 40 4 0 1 2 0 0 2 53 2 8 

CHEYE

NNE DR 

BB 0.

62 

1 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 3 5 21 3 0 1 2 0 0 14 23 3 8 

COLOR

ADO 

AVE 

BB 0.

13 

1 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 1 6 18 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

COLOR

ADO 

AVE 

BB 0.

28 

0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 8 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

COLOR

OW DR 

BB 0.

07 

0 0 0 7 1 0 1 0 1 2 20 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

ELM 

AVE 

BB 0.

10 

0 0 0 4 2 1 0 2 7 15 37 4 0 1 2 0 0 5 48 2 8 

GUNNIS

ON AVE 

BB 0.

69 

0 0 0 7 2 0 1 0 1 5 25 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 8 

HAWTH

ORNE 

AVE 

BB 0.

76 

0 0 0 6 1 2 0 0 3 10 29 4 0 0 0 0 0 13 17 4 8 

HILL CT BB 0.

14 

0 0 0 4 0 0 3 1 0 4 16 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

OLSON 

AVE 

BB 0.

01 

2 0 0 5 2 3 0 0 3 10 32 4 0 1 2 0 0 1 75 2 8 

RIVER 

CIR 

BB 0.

01 

2 0 0 4 2 5 0 1 4 9 33 4 0 1 2 0 0 1 73 2 8 

S 12TH 

ST 

BB 0.

41 

2 0 0 3 2 2 2 2 5 5 28 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 7 4 8 

SOUTH 

AVE/S 

2ND ST 

BB 0.

78 

0 0 0 3 0 7 4 15 5 58 95 5 0 0 0 0 0 23 30 3 8 

SANDPI

PER 

AVE 

BB 0.

19 

1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 6 16 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

CHATFI

ELD DR 

T 0.

01 

0 0 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 6 22 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 0.

42 

0 0 0 5 1 1 0 0 0 4 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 1.

78 

1 0 0 5 2 2 0 0 3 6 26 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 1.

19 

1 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 2 8 25 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 0.

47 

1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 12 20 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 5 8 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 0.

50 

0 0 0 4 1 0 0 1 1 10 22 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 0.

91 

0 0 0 3 1 0 0 1 1 12 22 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 
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Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 1.

75 

0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 8 16 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 5 8 

Future 

ATC 

Trail 

T 3.

11 

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 3 13 22 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 5 8 

Indian 

Wash 

Trail 

from 

Matchet

t Park 

T 0.

68 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

Matchet

t Park 

ATC 

T 1.

37 

0 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 3 7 20 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

Trail 

Connect

ion 

T 0.

17 

0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 14 22 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

23 RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

2.

00 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 1 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 5 8 

29 1/2 

RD 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

44 

0 1 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 2 18 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

30 RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

38 

0 0 0 8 1 0 3 1 2 6 30 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 13 4 8 

31 RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

1.

16 

0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 13 22 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 

B 1/2 

RD 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

1.

98 

0 0 0 7 1 1 0 0 0 4 21 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 
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FULL_NA

ME 

Facilit

yRec 

Mil

es 

Trailh

_Ct 

Grocer

y_Ct 

Healt

h_Ct 

Child

c_Ct 

Scho

ol_Ct 

CHF

A_Ct 

Servic

e_Ct 

Publi

c_Ct 

Park

_Ct 

Stop

_Ct 

Key_Dest

_Ct_Wt 

Key_De

st_Sc 

Barrie

r_Sc 

LowIn

c_Ct 

Equit

y_Sc 

HIN

_Sc 

DkCras

h_Sc 

Light

_Ct 

Posts

_Mi 

Light

_Sc 

Final

_Sc 

23 1/2 

RD 

BL 0.

50 

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

27 1/2 

RD 

BL 0.

22 

0 0 0 3 1 1 0 0 2 7 18 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 18 4 7 

30 RD BL 0.

73 

0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

30 RD BL 0.

62 

1 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 2 3 18 3 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 4 7 

30 RD BL 0.

50 

0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 9 19 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 4 7 

F 1/2 RD BL 1.

00 

0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 15 20 3 0 0 0 0 0 11 11 4 7 

F 1/2 RD BL 0.

51 

0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 6 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 5 7 

G RD BL 1.

00 

0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 7 12 2 0 0 0 0 1 10 10 4 7 

RIMROC

K AVE 

BL 0.

32 

1 3 0 2 0 0 0 1 4 12 28 4 0 0 0 0 0 10 31 3 7 

ROSEVA

LE RD 

BL 0.

91 

1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

B RD BB 0.

50 

0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

CANYON 

RIM DR 

BB 0.

49 

0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 2 0 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 5 7 

COLORA

DO AVE 

BB 0.

04 

1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 5 15 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

D RD BB 0.

30 

1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

E 1/2 RD BB 0.

82 

1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

F 1/2 RD BB 0.

33 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 8 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 5 7 

HOPI DR BB 0.

20 

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 3 8 2 0 1 2 0 0 4 20 3 7 

LAKESID

E CT 

BB 0.

20 

0 2 0 2 2 2 3 0 0 21 38 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 26 3 7 

MEADO

WVALE 

WAY 

BB 0.

05 

1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 6 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 
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RIDGE 

DR 

BB 0.

25 

0 1 0 2 1 0 1 0 1 11 21 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 12 4 7 

ROSEVA

LE RD 

BB 0.

22 

1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

WEDGE

WOOD 

AVE 

BB 0.

39 

1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 5 15 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 1.

95 

0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

55 

0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

99 

0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 5 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 7 

Redlands 

360 Trail 

T 3.

61 

0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

61 

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 6 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

95 

1 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 1 0 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 7 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

44 

0 3 0 4 1 1 0 3 6 20 46 4 0 0 0 0 0 14 32 3 7 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 1.

37 

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 7 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

64 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 10 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 5 7 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

67 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 12 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 0.

40 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 7 4 7 

Future 

ATC Trail 

T 2.

19 

0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

24 

RD/REDL

ANDS 

PKWY 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

41 

2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 11 2 2 0 0 0 0 11 27 3 7 

29 RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

50 

0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 11 19 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 4 7 

30 RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

38 

1 0 0 8 1 0 0 0 2 5 26 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 8 4 7 

F 1/2 RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

82 

0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 4 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 5 7 

H RD T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

59 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 6 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 5 7 

RIVER 

RD 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

2.

37 

3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9 15 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 5 7 

RIVERSI

DE 

PKWY 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

21 

1 0 0 3 1 0 1 2 1 14 27 3 0 0 0 2 0 17 81 2 7 

S CAMP 

RD 

T or 

CT or 

PBL 

0.

07 

0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 2 0 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

25 RD BBL 0.

17 

1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 15 2 0 1 2 0 0 7 42 2 6 
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WEST 

AVE 

BBL 0.

16 

0 1 0 1 1 1 1 3 1 15 27 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 24 3 6 

25 1/2 

RD 

BL 0.

20 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

F 1/2 RD BL 0.

22 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 14 4 6 

F 1/2 RD BL 0.

50 

0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 5 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 4 6 

H RD BL 1.

00 

0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

H RD BL 0.

25 

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

S 

BROAD

WAY 

BL 1.

50 

2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 5 6 

23 RD BB 0.

22 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

29 3/4 

RD 

BB 0.

23 

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

ATHENA 

ST 

BB 0.

37 

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

B 3/4 RD BB 0.

24 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

CANYON 

CREEK 

DR 

BB 0.

30 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

CHESTN

UT DR 

BB 0.

28 

0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 11 4 6 

COLONI

AL DR 

BB 0.

18 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

EASTER 

HILL DR 

BB 0.

05 

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

F 1/2 RD BB 0.

15 

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

G 1/4 RD BB 0.

02 

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

GARDEN 

RD 

BB 0.

12 

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

HERMOS

A AVE 

BB 0.

26 

0 1 0 3 1 2 2 0 2 15 31 4 0 0 0 0 0 11 42 2 6 

LAKESID

E DR 

BB 0.

05 

0 2 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 19 33 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 55 2 6 

MONUM

ENT 

VILLAGE 

DR 

BB 0.

28 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

OL SUN 

DR 

BB 0.

23 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

RAILHEA

D CIR 

BB 0.

35 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

RIDGE 

DR 

BB 0.

60 

0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 3 5 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 11 18 4 6 

S 

BROAD

WAY 

BB 0.

18 

0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 

S 

REDLAN

DS RD 

BB 0.

65 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 
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W 

GREENW

OOD CT 

BB 0.
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INTRODUCTION
The Grand Junction Pedestrian & Bicycle 
Plan (PBP) is the city’s first ever pedestrian 
and bicycle plan and provides a long-term 
vision for the future pedestrian and bicycle 
networks in Grand Junction. The vision, goals, 
and key elements of the PBP are based on 
best practice, national research, analysis, and 
input received through an extensive community 
engagement process that included over 
2,000 touch points with community members. 

Ultimately, this PBP identifies strategies and 
prioritized investments that the city will 

gradually implement over time to 
make Grand Junction a more 

comfortable and welcoming 
place for people walking, 
rolling, and biking.

CHAPTER 1 .
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Why Develop a Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Plan?
In 2021, the city of Grand Junction adopted the 
One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan, as an 
update to the 2010 Comprehensive Plan. Community 
outreach conducted for the Comprehensive Plan 
revealed a strong desire to improve walking and 
biking in Grand Junction. A key directive of the 
One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan was to 
develop a citywide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan.

Prior to this PBP, the city developed an Active 
Transportation Corridor map as part of the 2018 Grand 
Junction Circulation Plan and adopted a complete 
streets policy in 2018. Both efforts set Grand Junction 
on a path to improve the pedestrian and bicycle 
network. The continued growth of e-products (LEVs) 
is an important consideration of this plan. In addition, 
the city has been gradually making infrastructure 
improvements over the past two decades, such as 
adding new sidewalks, widening sidewalks, improving 
pedestrian crossings, and adding bike lanes, guided in 
part by the Urban Trails Committee (UTC). However, 
many of these improvements are often done piecemeal 
without a cohesive larger vision. This PBP fills this 
gap, building off the Active Transportation Corridors 
and complete streets policy, and providing a vision 
and clear guidance based on community priorities.

Benefits of Investing in the Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Environment

The benefits to the community of improving the 
pedestrian and bicycle network in Grand Junction 
are far-reaching, including to public health, equity, 
economic access, private investment, and quality of life:

•	 Public Health: Improved physical and mental 
health outcomes for community members as 
well as reduced instances of fatal and injury 
crashes for people walking and biking.

•	 Equity: Increased equity by providing more 
transportation choices that are accessible and 
affordable, particularly to the most vulnerable 
populations, including youth, seniors, people 
with disabilities, and low-income households 
that often rely on walking and bicycling 
as primary modes of transportation.

•	 Access to Transit: Safe and comfortable 
routes to transit facilities for those who 
cannot drive or choose not to drive.

•	 Quality of Life: More opportunities for 
community members to interact and connect, 
building social capital in the city, while providing 
opportunities to be outside experiencing 
Grand Junction’s abundant sunshine.

•	 Environmental: Strengthened environmental 
sustainability through improved air quality 
by providing better options for people to 
travel without a motorized vehicle.

•	 Economic: Improved access to jobs and 
services, benefiting both employees and 
employers, increasing economic productivity, 
as well as increasing the attractiveness of 
Grand Junction for economic investment.

Coordination with the Transportation 
Design and Engineering Standards 
(TEDS) Manual Update

The PBP was developed in coordination with the 
first update to Grand Junction’s Transportation 
Design and Engineering Standards (TEDS) Manual 
in nearly 20 years. The TEDS Manual provides 
regulatory guidance on street design and other 
transportation related standards in the city. The 
TEDS Manual is used by city engineers and private 
developers whenever a new street is constructed or 
an existing street is reconstructed. The TEDS Manual 
dictates key active transportation infrastructure 
design elements, such as the width and placement 
of sidewalks and bike lanes within different street 
contexts. Coordinating development of the PBP with 
the update to the TEDS Manual ensures that the vision 
for the future pedestrian and bicycle environment 
and amenities is reflected in the city’s transportation 
design standards. The updated TEDS Manual will 
be a key component of implementing the PBP.

Implementing Complete Streets 
in the City of Grand Junction 

The Complete Streets Vision is to develop a safe, 
efficient, and reliable travel network of streets, 
sidewalks, and urban trails throughout the city of Grand 
Junction to equitably serve all users and all modes of 
transportation. Complete Streets will provide residents 
improved access, safety, health and environment. 

The purpose of the policy is to commit to 
improvements that are planned, designed, constructed, 
operated, and maintained to support safe, efficient, and 
convenient mobility for all roadway users—pedestrians, 
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bicyclists, people who use mobility devices, transit 
riders, freight traffic, emergency response vehicles, 
and motorists—regardless of age or ability.

Complete streets are necessary to expand everyone’s 
mobility choices for safe and convenient travel by 
different modes between destinations throughout 
Grand Junction and are designed, appropriate to 
the context, to balance safety and convenience for 
everyone using the road. 

What’s Included 
in this Plan?
This PBP includes the following key elements that will 
be used by the city to guide implementation: 

•	 Existing Conditions & Community Engagement 
Key Findings – Based on the findings of the 
Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment 
report which is provided in Appendix A.

•	 Vision, Goals, and Objectives – Based on 
priorities identified by the community.

•	 Bicycle Network Plan – Includes a map 
illustrating the long-term vision for the future 
bicycle network, planned bicycle facility 
types, and infrastructure design guidance.

•	 Pedestrian Network Plan – Includes sidewalk 
and pedestrian crossing policy and design 
guidance to build out the pedestrian network.

•	 Program & Policy Recommendations 
– To support active transportation use 
and infrastructure implementation.

•	 Implementation & Prioritization – To guide 
systematic implementation of the long-term vision.

Inclusive Community Engagement

The approach to community engagement in 
developing the PBP recognizes that Grand Junction 
does not have one voice or one perspective, but 
is a conglomeration of individuals and families 
that represent a diverse set of backgrounds, 
perspectives, and experiences. As such, engagement 
was conducted in a manner to be inclusive and 
representative of these diverse perspectives. This 
was achieved through three distinct strategies:

•	 Providing a variety of methods for the public to 
participate including through an online survey, 
an in-person public open house, via the project 
website, and interacting with the public at 
over a dozen in-person community events.

•	 Conducting nine focus groups with representatives 
of groups that are directly impacted by the 
walking and biking environment and can 
sometimes be difficult to reach through traditional 
engagement means, such as students (college 
and K-12), people experiencing homelessness, 
disabled persons, seniors, and the Spanish 
speaking community among others.
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•	 Lastly, the PBP was guided by a 17-member 
Steering Committee selected from a pool of 
over 70 interested citizens that applied for that 
role. Selection of the Steering Committee was 
based on criteria to ensure representation was 
geographically diverse, inclusive of different age 
groups and professions, and representative of 
vulnerable or underrepresented users, such as 
individuals with disabilities, youth, low-income 
populations, and service industry workers.

Altogether, the vision, goals, and recommendations 
included in the PBP reflect the input received through 
this broad and inclusive public engagement process.

Both a Pedestrian AND a Bicycle Plan

People walking, rolling, and biking are human-scale, 
have negligible emissions, and primarily bear the cost 
burden of travel. Unfortunately, they are also more 
vulnerable users that are more susceptible to severe 
injury in a crash and often do not have the option to 
drive. For these reasons, the PBP was developed to 
address the needs of all of these users. However, the 
needs of pedestrians, people with mobility challenges, 
and bicyclists are also often inherently different 
and the PBP provides guidance that addresses the 
unique needs of all active transportation user groups. 
Please also refer to the definitions section of the plan 
that defines the various froms of transportation.

Best Practices in 
Pedestrian & Bicycle Design
The design recommendations included in this plan 
are based on best practices from local and national 
resources. A leading resource in urban bicycle 
design is the National Association of Transportation 
Officials (NACTO). Other resources for pedestrian 
and bicycle design include the American Association 
of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO), 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the 
Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT).

The following publications were used to inform design 
guidance in the PBP and will be useful resources for city 
planners and engineers to consult during implementation:

•	 NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide

•	 NACTO Don’t Give Up at the Intersection: Design 
All Ages and Abilities Bicycle Crossings

•	 AASHTO Guide for Development of Bicycle Facilities

•	 FHWA Guide for Improving Pedestrian 
Safety at Uncontrolled Intersections

•	 CDOT Roadway Design Guide: Chapter 
14 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

•	 CDOT Pedestrian Crossing Installation Guide

Context Sensitive Design

Context Sensitive Design establishes design elements 
based on the context and character of the street. The City 
of Grand Junction has a wide variety of settings, unique 
landscapes, and environmental conditions. Any facility 
identified in this plan will need to take into consideration 
existing conditions and characteristics of the surrounding 
area to ensure that design is context sensitive. 

This principle provides and promotes sufficient flexibility 
to allow application of appropriate roadway elements and 
dimensions to different situations within the city. Different 
standards for street cross-sections may be appropriate 
for a bike or pedestrian facility as it travels through urban, 
suburban and rural transects, reflecting the different roles 
of roadway infrastructure among these different transects. 
Additionally, Context Sensitive Design takes into account 
existing building encroachments and constraints in right-
of-way widths to adjust the facility type where needed.

1
An inclusive approach to community 
engagement.

of Plan Development
Two themes are important to acknowledge 
as they served as overarching principles in 
developing the PBP. 
These include:

KEY THEMES

2
A conscientious effort to address the needs 
for both people walking and people biking.
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EXISTING 
CONDITIONS 
& OUTREACH 
SUMMARY

CHAPTER 2.

This section provides a brief summary of 
analysis performed and key findings of the 
public outreach and existing conditions 
assessment of the pedestrian and bicycle 

environment in Grand Junction. Please 
refer to the Existing 

Conditions & Needs 
Assessment Report 
in Appendix A for a 
complete summary.
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Key Outcomes of the 
Existing Conditions 
Analysis
The Existing Conditions & Needs Assessment Report 
included a review of existing relevant plans, mapping 
of the existing pedestrian and bicycle network, a level 
of traffic stress analysis for people walking and biking 
for every street in Grand Junction, development of an 
Active Transportation High Injury Network based on 
existing crash data, and summary of existing pedestrian 
and bicycle use in Grand Junction based on available 
data. Key outcomes of these analyses are provided 
below. Please consult Appendix A for more detail on 
these findings.

Relevant Plans 

Key relevant plans and documents to the PBP include 
the One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan, The 
Grand Junction Circulation Plan, The Mesa County 
Regional Transportation Plan, Grand Junction’s 
Complete Streets Policy, the Fire Code, and the Zoning 
and Development Code. The Active Transportation 
Corridors that were developed as part of the Grand 
Junction Circulation Plan were reevaluated and 
updated as part of the PBP. These corridors serve as 
the backbone for the vision of the future bike network 
and key pedestrian corridors in Grand Junction.

Existing Pedestrian Network

Mapping walkways in Grand Junction revealed that 
the condition of the existing pedestrian network varies 
considerably by location in the city. Figure 1 shows 
the three existing sidewalk types. Many of the major 
streets in Grand Junction currently have a sidewalk, but 
there are notable gaps as well with missing or narrow 
sidewalks, including (but not limited to).

•	 North Avenue

•	 Patterson Road

•	 24 Road (over US 50/US 6)

•	 28 Road

•	 9th Street (south of downtown)

•	 Several key connections in the Orchard Mesa 
Neighborhood, such as US 50, B ½ Road, 27 Road, 
and 28 ½ Road.

Of particular importance are streets with missing or 
inadequate sidewalks along the Active Transportation 
Corridors, collector and arterial streets, and at major 
crossings of the Colorado River, railroad tracks, and 
highways. Analysis revealed there are limited existing 
options that connect across the river and railroad 
tracks which separate key destinations in the city.

FIGURE 1: EXISTING SIDEWALK TYPES MAPPED IN GRAND JUNCTION
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Existing Bicycle Network

Grand Junction currently has four general types 
of bicycle facilities as shown in Figure 2, including 
separated multi-use trails, on-street bike lanes, on-
street buffered bike lanes, and signed bike routes. One 
of the city’s most used facilities and a key asset for 
bicycle mobility across the city is the Riverfront Trail 
that parallels the Colorado River, generally running 
east–west. Most of the existing bike facilities overlap 
with the city’s designated Active Transportation 
Corridors. However, the existing bike network is 
disconnected in many places. Most of the Active 

Transportation Corridors currently lack bike facilities, 
and in many parts of the city multi-use trails, bike 
lanes and bike routes on low volume streets end 
abruptly. Key gaps in the bike network include, but are 
not limited to, sections of: 7th Street and 12th Street, 
North Avenue, Patterson Road, 24 Road, and Orchard 
Avenue. Similar to the pedestrian network, there are 
a limited number of crossings of the Colorado River, 
railroad tracks, and highways (notably US 50 and I-70B) 
that divide the city and serve as barriers for people 
walking and biking.

FIGURE 2: EXISTING BICYCLE FACILITY TYPES IN GRAND JUNCTION
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Level of Traffic Stress Maps 

A methodology and maps of the Level of Traffic Stress 
(LTS) on a scale of 1 to 4 for people walking, rolling, 
and biking on all streets in Grand Junction were 
developed (see Appendix A). Streets with LTS 1 and 2 
are considered low stress, while streets with LTS 3 or 4 
are considered higher stress for people walking, rolling, 
and biking, see Figure 3. The LTS maps show critical 
gaps in the pedestrian and bicycle network where the 
existing facilities do not provide a sufficient level of 

FIGURE 3: BICYCLE LEVEL OF TRAFFIC STRESS (LTS) MEASURES

comfort for people walking, rolling, and biking given 
key characteristics of the streets, including the volume 
and speed of traffic, and the number of travel lanes. 
In general, streets with more traffic, higher speeds, 
and/or more travel lanes require a higher degree of 
separation for people walking and bicycling to feel 
safe and comfortable. The LTS maps were a critical 
component is developing recommendations for the 
active transportation network and street design.

About 84% of all pedestrian 
and cyclist-involved 
crashes occurred on just 
5% of city streets, which 
are identified as part of 
the Active Transportation 
High Injury Network. 

Active Transportation High Injury Network

An Active Transportation High Injury Network (HIN) 
Map was developed representing the streets with 
the highest concentration of pedestrian and bicycle 
involved crashes in the city (see map in Appendix 
A). The HIN map shows that over 80% of pedestrian 
and bicycle crashes occur on just 5% of city streets. 
Focusing resources and investment on upgrading 
active transportation facilities and making safety 
improvements on these streets will have the greatest 
impact on improving bicycle and pedestrian safety in 
Grand Junction. The HIN is an important evaluation tool 
for project prioritization.
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Demand  
 
In addition to community input which helped reveal 
important corridors for people walking, rolling, 
and biking, Strava Metro Data was used to identify 
important corridors in the city for people walking 
and biking. This showed key corridors through 
downtown as well as popular routes used to cross 
the Colorado River and railroad tracks.

Community Engagement
Community input was an important driver in 
identifying the vision and goals for the PBP, 
including understanding existing concerns from 
the community, informing recommendations, and 
prioritizing improvements. With a goal of being 
inclusive and representative of these diverse 

FIGURE 4: PEDESTRIAN & CYCLIST SAFETY FINDINGS

GRAND JUNCTION PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN12

perspectives across the city, including reaching those 
most impacted by pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, 
the engagement process was multifaceted and 
comprehensive.

Engagement included an online survey with an 
interactive webmap, an in-person community open 
house, nine focus group meetings, a dozen intercept 
events across the city, and formation of a 17-person 
resident Steering Committee that guided plan 
development. In all, over 2,000 touch points were made 
with the community through this process including over 
660 survey responses, and over 1,000 comments on 
the interactive webmap as shown in Figure 6. 

Over 75% of survey respondents reported driving as 
their primary mode of transportation. Thus, community 
input reflects the input of both regular bicyclists and 
non-bicyclists.
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FIGURE 5: OUTREACH EVENTS
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FIGURE 6: SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

GRAND JUNCTION PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN14
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Key Outcomes of Community 
Engagement

Appendix A provides a detailed summary of outcomes 
of community engagement. Key highlights include:

•	 Improve Traffic Safety – Safety emerged from the 
visioning process at the open house and online 
survey as a top theme. It was also a high priority 
identified in the focus groups and from the Steering 
Committee. A lot of people would like to walk and 
bike more and would like kids to be able to walk 
and bike more in Grand Junction, but don’t feel 
safe doing so in many areas of the city.

•	 Improve Active Transportation Infrastructure – 
The community consistently reiterated their desire 
for more sidewalks, wider sidewalks, more bike 
trails, more bike lanes, wider bike lanes, and more 
facilities separated from traffic on busy, higher-
speed streets. 

•	 Missing Connections – The public acknowledged 
many great existing walk and bike facilities in 
Grand Junction, including the Riverfront Trail, 
but because there are missing connections in 
the network, and due to difficulty crossing major 
streets, many people are not able to or do not feel 
comfortable walking, rolling, and biking places.

•	 Key Destinations – Several important destinations 
were reiterated by the community, including 
downtown, the Riverfront Trail, CMU, Mesa Mall, 
K-12 schools, and medical clinics and businesses, 
particularly along North Avenue and Patterson 
Road.

•	 Key Connections Across Barriers – A common 
theme emerged in discussion and feedback 
received by the community is that there are a 
limited number of ways to cross the Colorado River, 
railroad tracks, and highways (including US 50 and 
I-70B) and many of the existing corridors across 
these barriers do not adequately support people 
walking/rolling and biking. These connections are 
critical for people to connect from downtown, CMU, 
and the Mesa Mall on the north side of the city to 
the Riverfront Trail, the Redlands, and Orchard 
Mesa on the south side of the city.

•	 Riverfront Trail – The Riverfront Trail is a key 
east-west connection for both recreational and 
utilitarian active transportation in Grand Junction 
and connecting to/from the Riverfront Trail should 
be an important aspect of the future pedestrian and 
bicycle network.

•	 Unmet Demand – The community would like to be 
able to walk and bike more frequently and to more 
places in Grand Junction, but are not comfortable 
doing so due to inadequate infrastructure and key 
missing connections in the pedestrian and bicycle 
network. 

95% of survey respondents 
said they would like to 
be able to walk and bike 
more in Grand Junction.
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FIGURE 8: COMMON THEMES OF 593 GENERAL COMMENTS RECEIVED

FIGURE 7: SURVEY RESPONSES ON CHALLENGES WALKING AND ROLLING

There are locations with nonexistent or insufficient sidewalks

Streets are uncomfortable or unsafe to walk along

There are locations with nonexistent or insufficient crossings

Sidewalks and trails are poorly maintained (e.g. debris or poor pavement)

Travel distances are too long

Sidewalks and crossings do not adequately accommodate people with wheelchairs/walkers/strollers

Insufficient lighting

Other Answers

There is not enough signage for me to find where I want to go

Weather

The biggest challenge(s) associated with walking/rolling 
in Grand Junction is/are… (select all that apply)
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VISION & GOALS
The following general definitions provide 
the basis for how the vision, goals, and 
objectives were developed for the PBP:

Vision: Thinking about the future with wisdom and/or 
imagination. Something to be pursued. The end result.

Goals: The desired end result of any number of efforts. 
A goal defines the direction and destination, changes 
the direction of the city toward the end result.

CHAPTER 3.

FIGURE 9: COMMUNITY VISION FOR WALKING AND BIKING IN GRAND JUNCTION FROM 669 SURVEY RESPONSES

Objectives: All about the tactics. Objectives are 
action items to get from where we are to where 
we want to be. A goal defines the direction 
and destination, but the road to get there is 
accomplished by a series of objectives. 

The vision and goals were developed based on input 
received from the community engagement process, 
including the Steering Committee, public open house, 
and focus groups as well as the outcomes of the 669 
visioning survey responses received from the online 
survey as shown in Figure 9. 
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Equitable
Design and operate the communities’ streets and right-of-way to 
reasonably enable convenient access and travel for people walking 
and biking of all ages, abilities, and income levels and prioritize 
improvements that benefit vulnerable users and underserved areas.

The five goals identified to move the city towards its vision are: 
equitable, safe, connected, multimodal community, and quality. Each 
goal is further defined in this section. 

GOALS

Safe
Improve perceived and real safety by reducing the level of traffic 
stress (LTS) and reducing bicycle and pedestrian involved crashes. 
Invest and implement countermeasures at and along segments of the 
Active Transportation High Injury Network where there are known 
safety challenges. 

Connected
Provide convenient access to Community Attractions and reduce the 
need for out of direction travel. Increase the number of direct and low-
stress connections to key destinations within the city. 

Multimodal Community
Facilitate a pleasant experience that creates a sense of place, that 
increases separation of pedestrians/rollers/bicyclists from vehicular 
travel lanes and makes travel without a vehicle a viable option for 
more people. 

Quality
Invest in high-quality facilities that minimize the level of traffic stress 
experienced by travelers using the corridor and are well-maintained. 

Grand Junction is 
a city where people 
of all ages and 
abilities can safely 
and conveniently 
walk, roll, and bike 
on a connected 
network of well-
maintained facilities 
for transportation 
or recreation. 

V IS ION
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Equitable
OBJECT IVES

E1: Design crossings with ADA accessible 
pedestrian ramps, detectable surfaces, 
and other universal design features.

E2: Prioritize locations for sidewalk gap completion 
or rehabilitation according to the strategy outlined 
in the Prioritized Pedestrian Network section. 

E3: Prioritize bike project locations according to the 
tiers established in the Prioritized Bicycle Network Map.

Safe
OBJECT IVES

S1: Conduct a signalization feasibility study as 
a first step to determine what improvements 
are needed at signalized crossings. 

S2: When upgrading bike facilities on a corridor, 
incorporate suggested intersection treatments 
to reduce stress of bicycle crossings, and 
ensure continuity of high-comfort facilities. 

S3: When upgrading pedestrian facilities on 
a corridor, incorporate suggested intersection 
treatments to reduce stress of crossings, and 
ensure continuity of high-comfort facilities. 

S4: Conduct a lighting needs assessment for 
each active transportation corridor as a first step in 
identifying lighting needs for safety improvements.

S5: Bolster the existing Safe Routes to School 
program by incorporating new elements of the six Es. 

S6: Work with local driving schools to expand 
the curriculum on laws governing interactions 
with people walking, rolling, and biking. 

S7: Partner with law enforcement to increase 
enforcement of speeding and reckless driving in 
areas with high pedestrian volumes and/or safety 
issues and consider automated enforcement. 
Consider expanding the police bike patrol unit. 

S8: Improve the North Avenue access management 
policy in alignment with national best practices 
and consider expanding to all the Active 
Transportation “High Injury Network” Corridors. 

S9: Join the statewide program – Moving 
Towards Zero Deaths – as a first step in 
solidifying a citywide commitment to supporting 
multimodal travel through ensuring all trips in 
the community are as safe as possible.
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Connected
OBJECT IVES

C1: Complete bike facilities on the Active 
Transportation Corridors as shown in 
the Future Bicycle Network Map. 

C2: Strengthen enforcement and compliance
of the existing construction zones policy 
that requires developers/construction 
companies to provide pedestrian pathways 
and bicycle facilities during construction. 

C3: Require new developments to provide or set 
aside space for pedestrian and bicycle connections 
within the local street network of new developments 
and to adjacent streets in situations where there is 
a lack of connectivity in the roadway network.

C4: Connectivity can be defined by a “connectivity 
index,” the ratio of pedestrian and bicycle connections 
to blocks (or intersections). Consider reducing the 
maximum distance between pedestrian and bicycle 
connections to be less than the existing maximum 
block length for vehicular access of 1200 linear feet.

Multimodal Community
OBJECT IVES

M1: Prioritize installation of bike and micromobility
parking and secure storage in key destinations 
downtown, outside of city properties, and 
near major transit hubs, parks, schools, 
employment centers, and shopping areas.

M2: Encourage new and existing developments
to provide secure bike parking and amenities 
through requirements and incentives.

M3: When upgrading bicycle and/or pedestrian
facilities on a corridor, design high-quality 
landscaped or hardscaped buffers with street 
furniture and pedestrian amenities.

M4: Grand Junction’s streets shall be designed as
public amenities and include aesthetic elements such 
as street trees, landscaping, pedestrian lighting, street 
furniture, and wayfinding signage wherever possible.

M5: When upgrading bicycle and/or pedestrian
facilities on a corridor, concurrently plan for 
the upgrade of lighting in the project area.

M6: Initiate a comprehensive wayfinding and
signage study to create a consistent strategy for 
connecting people walking, biking, and driving 
to downtown and other key destinations.

M7: As the city continues to build out bike facilities
and new trails over time, incorporate additional signs 
with the same wayfinding standards at decision points. 

M8: Improve signage on the Riverfront Trail.

M9: Close the gaps on first-and-last mile
connections through the deployment of shared 
micromobility devices (e-scooters, e-bikes, etc.) 
and utilize geofencing and parking corrals to 
accommodate device parking in high-traffic areas.
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M10: Develop a community-wide incentive program 
and work with large employers to implement a 
Guaranteed Ride Home program to encourage and 
support bike commuters. Incentives can include 
e-bike rebates, bike-themed events such as bike 
rodeos and Bike to Work Day, shwag such as bike 
lights and helmets, and gift certificates for those 
who bike to City events. Guaranteed Ride Home 
provides commuters who did not drive to work with 
alternative means home in case of an emergency. 

M11: Establish a more positive culture around 
walking and biking in Grand Junction by creating 
staff position(s) to assist in public education, 
promoting the Bicycle Friendly Business 
program, and/or hosting an LCI seminar.

M12: Explore incentives-based Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) measures, into which 
major developments could opt, to provide support for 
walking and biking. These could include constructing 
Active Transportation Corridors, bike facilities, showers, 
car share, or other support for bike commuters.

M13: Revise the parking minimum standards 
for different land uses to better align with the 
community’s goals; reducing development costs 
associated with excessive parking to allow for 
innovations, flexibility, and greater affordability.

Quality
OBJECT IVES

Q1: Install high-comfort bike facilities on the Active 
Transportation Corridors as recommended in the 
Future Bicycle Network Map and according to the 
design guidance in the Bicycle Facility Types section. 

Q2: Install high-comfort sidewalks and 
trails according to the design guidance in 
the Pedestrian Facility Types section. 

Q3: Develop a set of maintenance standards 
and a maintenance plan to prioritize upkeep 
of the active transportation network. 

Q4: Utilize existing and pursue new 
funding sources support construction and 
maintenance of the expanded system. 

Q5: Consider expanding the SRTS program by 
diversifying funding sources to include CDOT 
funding in addition to dedicated CDBG funding. 

Q6: Continue the current policy where planned Active 
Transportation Corridors that run through or adjacent 
to a site be constructed as part of the development.

Q7: Explore and pursue funding opportunities 
to support continual capital construction and 
maintenance of the projects listed in this plan. 

Q8: To the greatest extent practicable 
given budget constraints include pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities in all street projects 
and phases, including new construction, 
reconstruction, resurfacing, and maintenance.

Q9: Approach every transportation project 
and program as an opportunity to improve 
streets and the transportation network for all 
users, and work in coordination with other 
departments, agencies and jurisdictions.

Q10: Implement bicycle and pedestrian 
improvement projects by integrating with 
other city standard procedures.

Multimodal Community
OBJECT IVES  CONT INUED
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BICYCLE 
NETWORK PLAN

•	 Bicycle facility design. Includes a description 
of the preferred design user that bike facilities 
will be designed to support.

•	 Bicycle facilities by type. Includes a 
description of each type of bicycle facility and 
provides general design guidelines for each.

•	 Bicycle network map. As supported by the 
Plan’s vision, the future bicycle network map 
shows the alignment and recommended facility 
types of future bike corridors across the city.

•	 Street/intersection crossings.  
Includes bicycle crossing guidance to improve 
comfort and convenience for 
bicyclists at intersections.

The bicycle network plan in this section 
includes the following:

•	 Active Transportation Corridors map 
update. Includes updates since the original 
map developed in the 2018 Grand Junction 
Circulation Plan. This map represents the 
vision for the ultimate backbone network 
once completely built out.

CHAPTER 4.
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Updated Active 
Transportation Corridors
The 2018 Grand Junction Circulation Plan identified a 
network of Active Transportation Corridors across the 
city. The corridors were identified as those that provide 
continuous and convenient connections for bicyclists 
and pedestrians and may be on the road network or 
separate trail. The Active Transportation Corridors 
are the vision for the backbone of the future bicycle 
network in Grand Junction and also represent key 
pedestrian corridors in the city.

As part of the planning process for the PBP, the Active 
Transportation Corridors developed as part of the 2018 
Grand Junction Circulation Plan were reevaluated and 
numerous additions and modifications were made 
based on input from the community (particularly 
from the 1,098 comments received from the online 
interactive map), the Steering Committee, and city staff. 

This process resulted in approximately 32 additions to 
the Active Transportation Corridors from the previous 
plan, listed in Table 1. The additions reflect planned 
developments, provide additional redundancy in the 
system (particularly in the core of the city), and provide 
more direct east-west and north-south connections 
for people walking and biking. These modifications 
also improve the feasibility, comfort, convenience, 
connectivity, and access to key destinations of the 
bike network. Note: Table 1 includes a list of additions 
to the planned Active Transportation Corridors. For 
a list of planned bicycle projects see the tables by 
neighborhood starting on page 34 or Appendix B.

Many of the new connections added are on local 
streets that will be designated as bike boulevards 
(see description of bike boulevards below). These 
connections will provide additional low-stress options 
for people biking and fill in key gaps in the network.

Segment Miles

5th Street (Orchard to Downtown) & 4th Street (North 
to Downtown) with Belford Avenue connection

2.0

7th Street (missing segment) 0.4

9th Street (Main to Riverside Parkway) 0.8

Cannell Avenue / 9th Street / Little Bookcliff Drive 1.1

12th Street south of Main (new crossing of railroad) 0.8

28 Road (Riverside Parkway to Riverfront Trail) 0.6

Ridge Road (28 1/4 Rd to 27 1/2 Rd) / 28 1/4 Road 1.0

F 1/2 Road (29 Rd to 30 1/2 Rd) 1.5

Patterson Road (7th St to Independence 
Ranchman's Ditch)

0.3

Elm Street (3rd Street to 12th Street) 0.9

Gunnison Ave (24th St to 29 Rd) 1.2

Grand Ave (1st Street to 12th Street) 1.0

Main Street (missing segment) 0.5

West Main / Crosby / Base Rock Street 1.1

D Road (9th to Riverside & 29 Rd to 30 Rd) 1.5

Dos Rios Bridge (2nd Street to Riverfront Trail) 0.2

Redlands 360 4.7

C 1/2 Road (27 1/2 Rd to 29 Rd) 1.5

Cheyenne Drive / Hopi Avenue 
(Unaweep to Eagle Rim Park)

0.7

Indian Wash Trail (Matchett Park to 29 
Road / I-70 Commercial Area)

1.3

D Road (Monument Road to Rosedale Road) 0.3

S Redlands Road (Monument Road to Rosedale Road) 1.1

30 Road (B Road to US-50 and C Road to B 1/2 Road) 1.2

I-70 Business Loop south side (12th 
Street to Warrior Way)

4.5

C Road (30 Road to 31 Road) 1.0

Chestnut Drive / G 1/2 Road (26 Road to 27 Road) 1.1

Hill Court / Gunnison Avenue / Ol' 
Sun Drive (30 Road to E Road)

1.1

30 1/2 Road / Wedgewood Avenue 
(D1/2 Road to D Road)

0.5

15th Street (Elm Avenue to Gunnison Avenue) 0.5

Pear Park Corridor (Trail / Sandpiper Avenue / 
Colorado Avenue from 30 Road to 31 Road)

1.2

B 3/4 Road (Durant Street to 30 Road) 0.6

29 3/4 Road (B 3/4 Road to B 1/2 Road) 0.2

TABLE 1: ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR ADDITIONS
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FIGURE 10: UPDATED ACTIVE 
TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS MAP
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Preferred Design User 
Based on input from the community, Steering 
Committee, and city staff, this plan sets forth a goal 
to have low-stress, high-comfort bike facilities on all 
Active Transportation Corridors shown in Figure 10. 
Low-stress facilities are defined as those that score 
an LTS 1 or LTS 2 on the LTS 1-4 rating system as 
shown in Figure 11, meaning they cater to all ages 
and abilities. Future bicycle facilities in Grand Junction 
will cater to the most cautious design user, ranging 
from children, older adults, and people with mobility 
challenges to the most “strong and fearless” bicyclist. 
Designing bike facilities to support the “interested but 
concerned” riders, which represent roughly 60% of 
the population, will ensure all residents and visitors of 
Grand Junction can feel comfortable choosing to bike.1

1 Geller R. (2006). Four Types of Cyclists. Portland Bureau of 

Transportation. Retrieved from http://www.portlandoregon.

gov/transportation/article/264746. 

Bicycle Facility Types
Bicycle facility types recommended in the Future 
Bicycle Network map in Figure 19 are those needed 
to achieve an LTS 1 or 2 on Active Transportation 
Corridors based on the roadway speed, number of 
lanes, and traffic volumes. This section describes the 
toolbox of bicycle facility types (summarized in Figure 
12) and basic design guidance for each type, with 
more specific guidance found in the updated TEDS 
Manual. Design guidance is based primarily on NACTO 
recommendations. 

All bicycle facilities will accommodate both directions 
of travel. Most on-street facilities will be designed as 
one-way on each side of the street. Multiuse trails will 
also be on both sides of the street in most contexts to 
serve land uses on both sides of the street. Protected 
bike lanes and raised cycle tracks will also typically 
be designed as one-way on both sides of the street, 
but can be also be designed as two-way facilities. In 
these situations special design considerations will be 
needed at intersections and driveways, especially at 
signalized intersections. The NACTO Urban Bikeway 
Design Guide provides guidance on two-way cycle 
track design.

FIGURE 11: BICYCLE LEVEL OF TRAFFIC STRESS (LTS) MEASURES
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FIGURE 12: BICYCLE FACILITY GUIDE
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Table 2 summarizes the minimum bike facility 
to achieve an LTS 2 or better given the street 
characteristics of speed, number of travel lanes, and 
volume. In some cases, a higher comfort facility is 
recommended than what is shown in Table 2 given 
other context-sensitive characteristics, such as volume 
of motor vehicles, volume of bicyclists, frequency of 
large trucks. The city may also elect to provide a higher 
comfort facility than what is listed on Table 2 to achieve 
an LTS 1. Notably, if the city chooses to reduce the 

Lanes

1-2 3-4 5+

Speed

<25 mph
≤ 1,000 ADT Bike Boulevard

Bike Lane
Trail, Cycletrack, or 
Protected Bike Lane> 1,000 ADT Bike Lane

25-30 mph Bike Lane Bike Lane
Trail, Cycletrack, or 
Protected Bike Lane

30-35 mph Bike Lane Buffered Bike Lane
Trail, Cycletrack, or 
Protected Bike Lane

40+
Trail, Cycletrack, or 
Protected Bike Lane

Trail, Cycletrack, or 
Protected Bike Lane

Trail, Cycletrack, or 
Protected Bike Lane

TABLE 2: MINIMUM BIKE FACILITY RECOMMENDED TO ACHIEVE LTS 2 OR BETTER GIVEN STREET CHARACTERISTICS 

speed and/or number of lanes on a street as part of 
a corridor project, the recommended minimum bike 
facility may change. It is recommended that changes 
to posted speed are accompanied by geometric 
design changes and traffic calming interventions to be 
effective. While using the posted speed is acceptable 
when identifying the best bicycle facility for a given 
street it is preferred to use the 85th percentile operating 
speed when possible.

Recommendations shown are the minimum facilities needed to create a high-
comfort environment for biking, given street characteristics. Facilities with 
greater separation and protection than the minimum option are desirable 
and sometimes warranted.

Streets with more than four through lanes, and streets with speeds greater 
than or equal to 40 mph will require a trail, cycletrack, or protected bike lane.
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Trail

Trails will be designed to serve both pedestrians and 
bicyclists, including people on electric and non-electric 
mobility devices and electric bikes that meet city 
standards and obey the city speed limits. 

To achieve at least an LTS 2, trails should be at least 10 
feet wide and preferably 12 feet, with a 5-foot buffer on 
local streets, 8-foot buffer on collector streets, and 12-
foot buffer on arterials. Striping on major trails can help 
separate opposing traffic where needed, especially in 
areas where visibility is limited due to trail curvature. In 
locations with high concentrations of both pedestrians 
and bicyclists that may increase frequency of conflict 
the city may consider widening the trail to 12 feet or 14 
feet, or providing separate facilities for pedestrians and 
bicyclists, such as a 6-foot sidewalk and a raised cycle 
track (see Raised Cycle Track description).

In a constrained environment with limited right-of-way 
behind the curb, trails should be as wide as possible, 
with an absolute minimum width of 8 feet and a 
minimum buffer width of 2 feet.

FIGURE 13: TRAIL ELEMENTS

Raised Cycle Track

To achieve an LTS 1, raised cycle tracks must be 
6.5 feet or wider, with 8 feet or 10 feet suggested for 
streets with higher volumes of bicyclists. They should 
be raised from street level between 2 and 6 inches 
and have horizontal and/or vertical separation from 
the sidewalk. Buffers should be at least a one-foot 
mountable curb when adjacent to travel lanes, or 3-foot 
raised curb buffers when adjacent to parking lanes. 
Refer to the Raised Cycle Track section of the NACTO 

Urban Bikeway Design Guide for additional design 
guidance for raised cycle tracks.

FIGURE 14: RAISED CYCLE TRACK ELEMENTS

Buffered Bike Lane

Buffered bike lanes (with horizontal buffer) must be 5 
feet or wider, and 7 feet is recommended along streets 
with high volumes of bicyclists or uphill sections to 
allow passing or side-by-side riding. Buffers should 
be at least 1.5 feet, and buffers 3 feet or wider should 
include diagonal hatching. Separation may also be 
provided between bike lane striping and the parking 
lane to reduce door conflicts. Refer to the Buffered Bike 
Lanes section of the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design 
Guide for additional design guidance.

FIGURE 15: BUFFERED BIKE LANE ELEMENTS

Streets with three to four lanes and 
speeds of 30 or 35 mph will require 
a buffered bike lane.
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Striped Bike Lane

Striped bike lanes adjacent to a curb face should be 
6 feet, with 4 feet of width from the longitudinal joint 
(such as a gutter pan) preferred and an absolute 
minimum of 3 feet of width from the gutter pan. When 
placed adjacent to a parking lane, bike lanes without 
a buffer must be 5 feet or wider, and the width from 
the curb face to the edge of the bike lane should be at 
least 14 feet and in constrained environments the width 
should be not less than 12 feet from the curb when 
adjacent to parking. Refer to the Conventional Bike 
Lanes section of the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design 
Guide for additional design guidance.

FIGURE 17: STRIPED BIKE LANE ELEMENTS

Protected Bike Lane

To achieve an LTS 1, protected bike lanes (with vertical 
buffers) must be 5 feet or wider, with 7 feet or wider 
suggested for streets with higher volumes of bicyclists 
or uphill sections to allow passing. They should have 
buffers of 3 feet or wider, even when parking protected. 
Possible barriers include flex posts, planters, rigid 
bollards, parking strips, and/or concrete barriers. 
Refer to the One-Way Protected Cycle Track section 
or Two-Way Cycle Track section of the NACTO Urban 
Bikeway Design Guide for additional design guidance 
for protected bike lanes.

FIGURE 16: PROTECTED BIKE LANE ELEMENTS

Streets with three to four lanes and 
speeds less than 30 mph and streets 
with two or fewer lanes will require a 
striped bike lane.

Major arterials on the active 
transportation network are all 
eligible for bicycle boulevards 
on adjacent local streets, if there 
is a parallel and relatively direct 
connection. This treatment is also 
appropriate on low speed (25 mph or 
less), low volume (1,000 ADT or less), 
and narrow streets (1 or 2 lanes).
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Bike Boulevards

Bike boulevards are more than just a “shared 
street” with cars and bicycle traffic sharing the 
same space. These boulevards often incorporate 
traffic diversion and/or traffic calming to limit vehicle 
traffic to local residents on the street and to reduce 
speeds to no more than 15 to 20 mph to create a 
more comfortable environment for people biking. 
Of particular importance along bike boulevards are 
providing treatments at major street crossings to allow 
for a comfortable means for bicyclists to cross (see 
the Bicycle Crossing Guidance section). According 
to the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide, bicycle 
boulevards incorporate some or all of the following 
elements, with examples shown in Figure 18:

1.	 Route Planning: Direct access to destinations

2.	 Signs and Pavement Markings: Easy to find 
and to follow

3.	 Speed Management: Slow motor vehicle speeds

4.	 Volume Management: Low or reduced motor 
vehicle volumes

5.	 Minor Street Crossings: Minimal bicyclist delay

6.	 Major Street Crossings: Safe and convenient 
crossings

7.	 Offset Crossings: Clear and safe navigation

8.	 Green Infrastructure: Enhancing environments

Figure 19 shows the existing bike facilities and 
recommended future bike facility types in Grand 
Junction. This map illustrates the long-term vision 
for the bicycle network in Grand Junction. These 
recommendations are the minimum type of bike facility 
needed to achieve an LTS 1 or 2 (or provide a high-
comfort facility that caters to all ages and abilities) on 
each Active Transportation Corridor, based on posted 
speed limits, existing traffic volume, and existing 
number of lanes on the roadway. 

Facilities will generally follow the routes on the Future 
Bicycle Map, but can also be located along a parallel 

street (generally within one block) if found to be more 
feasible during implementation.

Neighborhood Maps
Maps and tables of projects by priority for each 
neighborhood are also provided. Refer to the 
Implementation & Prioritization chapter for how projects 
were prioritized.

Abbreviations for Minimum Recommended Facility 
Type

•	 BB – Bike Boulevard
•	 BL – Bike Lane
•	 BBL – Buffered Bike Lane
•	 T or CT or PBL – Multiuse Trail or Cycle Track or 

Protected Bike Lane

Future Bicycle 
Network Map

FIGURE 18: EXAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS OF BICYCLE BOULEVARDS
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FIGURE 19: FUTURE BICYCLE NETWORK
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OBJECT IVE   C1
Implement bike facilities on the Active 
Transportation Corridors as shown in the 
Future Bicycle Network Map (Figure 19).

OBJECT IVE   Q1
Install high-comfort bike facilities on 
the Active Transportation Corridors as 
recommended in the Future Bicycle Network 
Map and according to the design guidance in 
the Bicycle Facility Types section. 
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Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

23 RD I RD G RD 2.00 T or CT or PBL

24 1/2 RD S OF KELLEY DR S OF AJAY AVE 1.19 T or CT or PBL

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
HUNTER WASH N OF 
HWY 6 AND 50

G RD W OF ARROWEST RD 2.80 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL W OF 24 1/2 RD S OF H RD 24 RD S OF I70 FRONTAGE ROAD 0.55 T

Medium Priority

Appleton
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Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

24 RD H RD I70 FRONTAGE RD 0.42 T or CT or PBL

26 RD FREEDOM DR KELLY DR 0.29 T

FREEDOM DR 26 RD FREEDOM WAY 0.06 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL I RD HWY 6 AND 50 2.41 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL KELLEY DR / 26 RD BEAVER LDG N OF EGRET CIR 0.40 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL I RD E OF 23 RD 24 1/2 RD S OF KELLEY DR 2.19 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL 23 RD / I RD NE OF 21 1/2 RD / H RD 1.09 T

H RD 23 RD 24 RD 1.00 BL

H RD NEW TRAIL E OF 22 RD 23 RD 0.82 T or CT or PBL

I RD 22 RD 22 1/2 RD 0.46 T or CT or PBL

I RD 23 RD NEW TRAIL E OF 23 RD 0.29 T or CT or PBL

RIVER RD I70 FRONTAGE RD PARKWAY RAMP 2.37 T or CT or PBL

Low Priority
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Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

26 1/2 RD HORIZON DR PATTERSON RD 0.26 BBL

26 RD KELLY DR PATTERSON RD 1.78 BL

28 1/4 RD ELM AVE I70 BUSINESS LOOP 0.74 BL

29 RD E NORTH AVE RIVER BEND LN 2.16 T or CT or PBL

BELFORD AVE N 4TH ST N 5TH ST 0.09 BL

BROADWAY RIVERSIDE TRAIL SPRUCE ST 0.51 BBL

BROADWAY 22 1/2 RD RIVERSIDE TRAIL 3.39 T or CT or PBL

CANNELL AVE ELM AVE E NORTH AVE 0.26 BB

CANNELL AVE ORCHARD AVE TEXAS AVE 0.18 BB

D RD S 9TH ST RIVERSIDE PKWY 0.72 BBL

ELM AVE N 7TH ST COLLEGE PL 0.33 BB

City Center
High Priority
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ELM AVE N 12TH ST 28 3/4 RD 1.75 BB

FUTURE ATC TRAIL N 5TH ST N OF ELM CT ELM AVE / N 7TH ST 0.21 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
PATTERSON RD W 
OF W PARK DR

W ORCHARD AVE / 
LAKESHORE DR

0.53 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
N 12TH ST N OF 
BOOKCLIFF AVE

29 RD N OF PINYON AVE 2.10 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
PATTERSON RD W OF 
VIEWPOINT DR

N 12TH ST S OF 
WELLINGTON AVE

0.43 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
W OF WILLOWBROOK RD 
AND E OF HORIZON PL

PATTERSON RD / N 7TH ST 0.26 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL N 27TH ST / GUNNISON AVE 29 RD N OF I70 BL 1.02 T or CT or PBL

GRAND AVE N 1ST AVE N 8TH ST 0.62 BBL

GRAND AVE N 8TH ST 28 1/4 RD 1.67 BL

GUNNISON AVE N 10TH ST N 12TH ST 0.19 BL

GUNNISON AVE N 15TH ST N 27TH ST 0.73 BL

HWY 6 I70 FRONTAGE RD N 1ST ST 0.20 BBL

HWY 6 NORTH AVE W OF MOTOR ST NORTH AVE E OF N 1ST ST 0.34 T or CT or PBL

HWY 6 AND 50 W GUNNISON AVE GRAND AVE 0.53 BBL

HWY 6 AND 50 NORTH AVE SE OF MULBERRY ST 0.64 T or CT or PBL

I70B DESERT VISTA / PITKIN AVE WARRIOR WAY 4.10 T or CT or PBL

INDEPENDENT AVE INDEPENDENT AVE HWY 6 AND 50 0.03 BL

INDUSTRIAL BLVD 24 1/2 RD 25 RD 0.50 BB

LINCOLN PARK 
TRAIL/15TH ST

NORTH AVE GUNNISON AVE 0.27 T

LITTLE 
BOOKCLIFF DR

BOOKCLIFF AVE DEAD END 0.23 BB

MAIN ST S 1ST ST S 8TH ST 0.62 BB

N 12TH ST LAKESIDE DR GRAND AVE 1.80 T or CT or PBL

N 15TH ST ELM AVE E NORTH AVE 0.25 BL

N 23RD ST ORCHARD AVE E NORTH AVE 0.50 BL

N 4TH AVE NORTH AVE MAIN ST 0.69 BL

N 5TH ST GRAND AVE MAIN ST 0.21 BL

N 5TH ST ORCHARD AVE BELFORD AVE 0.57 BL

N 7TH ST GRAND AVE MAIN ST 0.21 BL

N 7TH ST PATTERSON RD GRAND AVE 1.49 T or CT or PBL

N 9TH ST BOOKCLIFF AVE ORCHARD AVE 0.29 BB

NORTH AVE N 1ST AVE N 12TH ST 1.00 T

NORTH AVE N 23RD ST I70 BL 2.14 T

ORCHARD AVE WEST MIDDLE SCHOOL N 7TH ST 0.61 BL

ORCHARD AVE N 12TH ST CINDY ANN RD 1.06 BL

PATTERSON RD 26 1/2 RD 26 3/4 RD 0.25 BBL

PATTERSON RD 24 1/2 RD 26 RD 1.50 T or CT or PBL

PATTERSON RD 28 1/4 RD E OF 31 RD 2.68 T or CT or PBL

S 12TH ST MAIN ST D RD 0.34 BL

S 1ST ST W GRAND AVE PITKIN AVE 0.50 BBL

S 7TH ST MAIN ST STRUTHERS AVE 0.80 BL

S 9TH ST MAIN ST STRUTHERS AVE 0.80 BL

W ORCHARD AVE 25 1/2 RD POPLAR DR 0.26 BB

W PINYON AVE 25 RD 25 1/2 RD 0.50 BL
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Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

25 RD BLICHMANN AVE PATTERSON RD 0.34 T or CT or PBL

26 3/4 RD CAPRA WAY PATTERSON RD 0.19 BB

28 1/4 RD VILLAGE PARK DR BRITTANY DR 0.67 BBL

28 1/4 RD BRITTANY DR ORCHARD AVE 0.07 BL

BELFORD AVE DIRT ROAD N 24TH ST 0.04 BB

BOOKCLIFF AVE N 7TH ST N 12TH ST 0.47 BB

C 1/2 RD 27 1/2 RD 29 RD 1.50 BL

CROSBY AVE BASE ROCK ST W GRAND AVE 0.32 BL

D 1/2 RD 29 RD 30 RD 1.03 T

E SHERWOOD DR N 3RD ST N SHERWOOD DR 0.19 BB

ELM AVE N 1ST ST W SHERWOOD DR 0.10 BB

FUTURE ATC TRAIL LAS COLONIAS TRAIL 29 RD N OF COLORADO RIVER 1.78 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
ELM AVE / W 
SHERWOOD DR

E SHERWOOD DR / N 3RD ST 0.09 T

N 12TH ST GRAND AVE MAIN ST 0.21 BBL

N 23RD ST E NORTH AVE BELFORD AVE 0.12 BB

N 24TH ST BELFORD AVE GRAND AVE 0.37 BB

N SHERWOOD DR E SHERWOOD DR N 5TH ST 0.04 BB

PITKIN AVE S 12TH ST DESERT VISTA E OF S 15TH ST 0.39 T or CT or PBL

S 12TH ST D RD KIMBALL AVE 0.41 BB

SOUTH AVE/S 
2ND ST

PITKIN AVE S 10TH ST 0.78 BB

W GRAND AVE SPRUCE ST N 1ST ST 0.07 BBL

Medium Priority

Low Priority

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

25 RD TROLLEY ST INDEPENDENT AVE 0.17 BBL

28 RD RIVERSIDE PKWY NEW TRAIL S OF C 1/2 ROAD 0.64 T or CT or PBL

FUTURE ATC TRAIL RIVERSIDE PKWY W OF 29 RD N OF COLORADO RIVER 0.99 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
N OF BASE ROCK ST S 
OF HWY 6 AND 50

NW OF MULBERRY ST S OF 
HWY 6 AND 50

0.44 T

RIMROCK AVE HWY 6 AND 50 BASE ROCK ST 0.32 BL

RIVERSIDE PKWY INDEPENDENT AVE RIVERSIDE PKWY 0.31 BBL

RIVERSIDE PKWY S 7TH ST S 9TH ST 0.21 T or CT or PBL

RIVERSIDE PKWY WEST AVE N OF LAWRENCE AVE 0.32 T or CT or PBL

RIVERSIDE PKWY RIVER RD 25 RD 0.29 T or CT or PBL

STRUTHERS AVE DEAD END S 7TH ST 0.12 BB

STRUTHERS AVE S 9TH ST DEAD END 0.03 BB

W COLORADO AVE RIVERSIDE PARK DR WEST AVE 0.02 BB

W MAIN ST DEAD END WEST AVE 0.05 BB

WEST AVE RIVERSIDE PKWY W GRAND AVE 0.16 BBL

WEST AVE W GRAND AVE W MAIN ST 0.05 BB

City Center
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41

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

29 1/2 RD BRET DR E NORTH AVE 1.67 BL

29 RD E NORTH AVE RIVER BEND LN 2.16 T or CT or PBL

30 RD F RD I70 BL 0.97 T or CT or PBL

BOOKCLIFF AVE 30 RD 31 RD 0.99 BB

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
GRAND VALLEY CANAL 
N OF PINYON AVE

29 1/2 RD S OF SUNSET DR 0.52 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL F RD E OF 31 RD
RAIL ROAD S OF I70 FRONTAGE 
RD

0.75 T or CT or PBL

I70B
DESERT VISTA / 
PITKIN AVE

WARRIOR WAY 4.10 T or CT or PBL

NORTH AVE N 23RD ST I70 BL 2.14 T

ORCHARD AVE 29 1/4 RD 30 RD 0.75 BL

PATTERSON RD 28 1/4 RD E OF 31 RD 2.68 T or CT or PBL

Fruitvale
High Priority
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Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

29 RD F 1/2 RD PATTERSON RD 0.50 T or CT or PBL

30 RD F 1/2 RD F RD 0.50 BL

BRODICK WAY/
HERON DRIVE

29 RD 30 RD 1.09 T

F 1/2 RD 29 RD 29 1/2 RD 0.50 BL

F 1/2 RD 29 1/2 RD OX-BOW RD 0.22 T or CT or PBL

F 1/2 RD 30 RD E OF THUNDER RIDGE DR 0.82 T or CT or PBL

Low Priority

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

E 1/2 RD 30 RD WARRIOR WAY 1.24 BL

FUTURE ATC TRAIL F 1/2 RD / CITY BOUNDARY F RD / CITY BOUNDARY 0.50 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
F 1/2 RD E OF 
STARLIGHT DR

CITY BOUNDARY S OF PRICE 
DITCH CT

0.91 T

NORTH AVE I70 BL W JERRY'S OUTDOOR SPORTS 0.19 BL

TRAIL 
CONNECTION

31 RD / BOOKCLIFF AVE LONG FAMILY MEMORIAL PARK 0.17 T

Medium Priority

Fruitvale
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Plann ing  Zones

Un incorporated  Mesa  County

Urban  Development Boundary

Rai l roads

Parks

Existing  Bicycle  Faci l i ties

Signed  Bike  Route

Striped  Bike  Lane

Buffered  Bike  Lane

Trai l

Bicycle  Faci l i ty Recommendation

Bike  Bou l evard

Bike  Lane

Buffered  Bike  Lane

Trai l ,  Cycletrack, or  Protected  Bike  Lane

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

26 1/2 RD HORIZON DR PATTERSON RD 0.26 BBL

26 1/2 RD N OF I70 BRIDGE S OF I70 BRIDGE 0.05 BL

26 RD KELLY DR PATTERSON RD 1.78 BL

27 RD N OF I70 BRIDGE S OF I70 BRIDGE 0.05 BL

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
W OF WILLOWBROOK RD 
AND E OF HORIZON PL

PATTERSON RD / N 7TH ST 0.26 T

N 12TH ST LAKESIDE DR GRAND AVE 1.80 T or CT or PBL

PATTERSON RD 28 1/4 RD E OF 31 RD 2.68 T or CT or PBL

Horizon

43

High Priority
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GRAND JUNCTION PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN44 GRAND JUNCTION PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN44

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

26 3/4 RD CAPRA WAY PATTERSON RD 0.19 BB

28 1/4 RD VILLAGE PARK DR BRITTANY DR 0.67 BBL

FUTURE ATC TRAIL 26 RD / F RD 26 1/2 RD / GLEN CT 0.56 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL HORIZON DR E OF 26 1/2 RD
NE OF 8TH CT / NW OF 
VIEWPOINT DR

0.19 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
HORIZON DR E OF 
HORIZON 70 CT

HORIZON DR NE OF I70 0.12 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL E OF I RD / OVERVIEW RD HORIZON DR NE OF I70 3.11 T

HAWTHORNE AVE 27 1/2 RD DEAD END 0.76 BB

HORIZON DR G RD H RD 1.20 BBL

INDIAN WASH 
TRAIL FROM 
MATCHETT PARK

STREAM S OF AIRPORT
E OF CORTLAND AVE / 
TAMARRON DR

0.68 T

MATCHETT 
PARK ATC

E OF CORTLAND AVE / 
TAMARRON DR TO F 1/2 RD

TAMARRON DR / 
HAWTHORNE AVE

1.37 T

Horizon
Medium Priority
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Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

26 1/2 RD CATALINA DR H RD 0.33 BL

26 RD FREEDOM DR KELLY DR 0.29 T

27 1/2 RD HAWTHORNE AVE HERMOSA AVE 0.22 BL

28 RD APPLEWOOD PL RIDGE DR 0.33 BL

29 RD F 1/2 RD PATTERSON RD 0.50 T or CT or PBL

BRODICK WAY/
HERON DRIVE

29 RD 30 RD 1.09 T

CHESTNUT DR DEAD END 26 1/2 RD 0.28 BB

F 1/2 RD 26 RD 26 1/2 RD 0.51 BL

F 1/2 RD 29 RD 29 1/2 RD 0.50 BL

F 1/2 RD TRAILS END CT 26 RD 0.33 BB

F 1/2 RD DEAD END 29 RD 0.15 BB

FREEDOM DR 26 RD FREEDOM WAY 0.06 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL HORIZON DR / VISITORS WAY N OF 28 RD / APPLEWOOD PL 0.64 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL H RD W OF N CREST DR HORIZON DR NE OF I70 0.67 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL KELLEY DR / 26 RD BEAVER LDG N OF EGRET CIR 0.40 T

G 1/2 RD BEAVER LDG 26 RD 0.18 BL

G 1/2 RD 26 1/2 RD 27 RD 0.51 BB

G RD 26 RD N 12TH ST 1.00 BL

H RD 27 RD 27 1/4 RD 0.25 BL

H RD N CREST DR WALKER FIELD DR 0.45 BL

H RD 27 1/4 RD N CREST DR 0.59 T or CT or PBL

HERMOSA AVE N 15TH ST 27 1/2 RD 0.26 BB

I RD OVERVIEW RD DEAD END 0.01 BB

LAKESIDE CT DEAD END LAKESIDE DR 0.20 BB

LAKESIDE DR LAKESIDE CT N 12TH ST 0.05 BB

LEVI CT 26 1/2 RD DEAD END 0.06 BB

NEIGHBORHOOD 
CONNECTION TO 26 RD

E OF 26 RD N OF G RD CHESTNUT DR 0.07 T

RIDGE DR N 12TH ST N 15TH ST 0.25 BB

RIDGE DR CUL DE SAC MATCHETT 0.60 BB

TRAIL CONNECTION 26 RD S OF G 1/2 RD SW OF ASH DR / CHESTNUT DR 0.19 T

Low Priority
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REDLANDS
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S
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Plann ing  Zones

Un incorporated  Mesa  County

Urban  Development Boundary

Rai l roads

Parks

Street Classi fication

Local

Col l ector

Arteria l

H ighway

Existing  Bicycle  Faci l i ties

Signed  Bike  Route

Striped  Bike  Lane

Buffered  Bike  Lane

Trai l

Bicycle  Faci l i ty Recommendation

Bike  Bou l evard

Bike  Lane

Buffered  Bike  Lane

Trai l ,  Cycletrack, or  Protected  Bike  Lane

Trai l

GRAND JUNCTION PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN46

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

24 RD/REDLANDS 
PKWY

PATTERSON RD PARKWAY RAMP 0.41 T OR CT OR PBL

26 RD KELLY DR PATTERSON RD 1.78 BL

INDUSTRIAL BLVD 24 1/2 RD 25 RD 0.50 BB

PATTERSON RD 24 1/2 RD 26 RD 1.50 T or CT or PBL

W PINYON AVE 25 RD 25 1/2 RD 0.50 BL

North West
High Priority
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Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

23 RD I RD G RD 2.00 T or CT or PBL

24 1/2 RD S OF KELLEY DR S OF AJAY AVE 1.19 T or CT or PBL

25 RD BLICHMANN AVE PATTERSON RD 0.34 T or CT or PBL

FUTURE ATC TRAIL REDLANDS PKWY S OF I70 BL I70 BL E / HWY 6 AND 50 0.47 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL 26 RD / F RD 26 1/2 RD / GLEN CT 0.56 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL 24 RD S OF G RD G RD E OF 25 1/2 RD 1.75 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
HUNTER WASH N OF 
HWY 6 AND 50

G RD W OF ARROWEST RD 2.80 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL W OF 24 1/2 RD S OF H RD 24 RD S OF I70 FRONTAGE ROAD 0.55 T

HANNAH LN 24 1/2 RD S OF HANNAH LN 25 RD / BLICHMANN AVE 0.55 T

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To)
Length 
(Miles)

Recommended 
Facility Type

23 1/2 RD G RD E 1/2 RD 0.50 BL

24 1/2 RD PATTERSON RD HWY 6 AND 50 0.30 BBL

24 1/2 RD HANNAH LN PATTERSON RD 0.50 BL

24 RD I70 FRONTAGE RD F 1/2 RD 0.99 T OR CT OR PBL

25 1/2 RD G RD MOONRIDGE DR 0.20 BL

25 RD TROLLEY ST INDEPENDENT AVE 0.17 BBL

25 RD WAITE AVE F 1/2 RD 0.14 T OR CT OR PBL

25 RD NEW TRAIL S OF G 3/8 RD FOUNTAIN GREENS PL 0.05 T OR CT OR PBL

F 1/2 RD 23 3/4 RD 24 1/2 RD 1.00 BL

F 1/2 RD 25 1/2 RD TRAILS END CT 0.22 BL

F 1/2 RD TRAILS END CT 26 RD 0.33 BB

FOUNTAIN GREENS PL FOUNTAINHEAD BLVD 25 RD 0.06 BB

FUTURE ATC TRAIL REDLANDS PKWY N OF I70 BL 1ST MESA MALL E OF 24 RD 0.25 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
25 1/2 RD N OF FOUNTAIN 
GREENS PL

F 1/2 RD E OF YOUNG ST 1.37 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL KELLEY DR / 26 RD BEAVER LDG N OF EGRET CIR 0.40 T

G 1/2 RD BEAVER LDG 26 RD 0.18 BL

G 1/4 RD DEAD END MOUNTAIN VIEW DR 0.02 BB

G RD 26 RD N 12TH ST 1.00 BL

G RD ARROWEST RD 25 RD 2.25 T OR CT OR PBL

G RD 25 1/2 RD 26 RD 0.46 T OR CT OR PBL

GARDEN RD 24 1/2 RD DEAD END 0.12 BB

RAILHEAD CIR MONUMENT VIEW TRAIL RIVER RD 0.35 BB

RIVER RD I70 FRONTAGE RD PARKWAY RAMP 2.37 T OR CT OR PBL

RIVERSIDE PKWY RIVER RD 25 RD 0.29 T OR CT OR PBL

TRAIL CONNECTION 26 RD S OF G 1/2 RD SW OF ASH DR / CHESTNUT DR 0.19 T

47

Medium Priority

Low Priority
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CHIPETA GOLF
COURSE
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FAIRGROUNDS

Orchard Mesa

Highway 50
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Plann ing  Zones

Un incorporated  Mesa  County

Urban  Development Boundary

Rai l roads

Parks

Street Classi fication

Local

Col l ector

Arteria l

H ighway

Existing  Bicycle  Faci l i ties

Signed  Bike  Route

Striped  Bike  Lane

Buffered  Bike  Lane

Trai l

Bicycle  Faci l i ty Recommendation

Bike  Bou l evard

Bike  Lane

Buffered  Bike  Lane

Trai l ,  Cycletrack, or  Protected  Bike  Lane

Trai l

GRAND JUNCTION PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN48

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

27 1/2 RD C RD B 1/2 RD 0.50 T OR CT OR PBL

27 RD C RD HWY 50 0.37 BL

27 RD HWY 50 B RD 0.54 T OR CT OR PBL

28 1/2 RD C RD HWY 50 1.01 BL

28 RD C RD B 1/2 RD 0.50 BB

29 RD E NORTH AVE RIVER BEND LN 2.16 T OR CT OR PBL

B 1/2 RD GLOUCESTER AVE W OF 28 1/2 RD 0.49 T OR CT OR PBL

B 1/4 RD 27 RD 27 1/2 RD 0.50 BB

FUTURE ATC TRAIL 27 RD N OF B 3/4 RD B 1/2 RD E OF 27 1/2 RD 0.61 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL NE OF SHERMAN DR NW OF ARLINGTON DR 0.95 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL N OF CHRISTOPHER WAY N OF OM MIDDLE SCHOOL 0.17 T

Orchard Mesa
High Priority
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Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

26 1/4 RD LEGACY WAY GETTYSBURG ST 0.21 BB

26 3/8 RD RAILROAD LEGACY WAY 0.14 BB

27 3/4 RD B 1/2 RD HWY 50 0.18 BB

29 1/2 RD B RD NEW TRAIL N OF A 1/2 RD 0.44 T or CT or PBL

29 RD COLORADO RIVER HWY 50 1.09 BL

B 1/2 RD LINDEN AVE 27 RD 0.25 BL

B 1/2 RD W PARKVIEW DR GLOUCESTER AVE 0.48 BL

B 1/2 RD LIVING HOPE CHURCH 29 RD 0.59 BL

B 1/2 RD DEAD END LINDEN AVE 0.21 BB

B 1/2 RD 29 RD W OF 31 RD 1.98 T or CT or PBL

B RD TENNESSEE ST 30 RD 1.35 BL

B RD 27 RD GLORY VIEW DR 1.39 T or CT or PBL

CHEYENNE DR 27 3/8 RD HOPI DR 0.62 BB

FUTURE ATC TRAIL 29 RD / UNWEEP AVE B 1/2 RD W OF DURANT ST 0.42 T

LEGACY WAY 26 3/8 RD 26 1/4 RD 0.29 BB

OLSON AVE DEAD END SANTA CLARA AVE 0.01 BB

RIVER CIR DEAD END SANTA CLARA AVE 0.01 BB

SANTA CLARA AVE ROUBIDEAU ST DEAD END 0.25 BB

SANTA CLARA AVE CHRISTOPHER CT PINON ST 0.06 BB

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

29 3/4 RD B 3/4 RD B 1/2 RD 0.23 BB

30 RD B RD HWY 50 0.73 BL

30 RD C RD B 1/2 RD 0.50 T or CT or PBL

ATHENA ST DURANT ST B 3/4 RD 0.37 BB

B 3/4 RD 29 3/4 RD 30 RD 0.24 BB

B RD 30 RD 30 1/2 RD 0.50 BB

C RD 30 RD W OF 31 RD 0.99 T or CT or PBL

FUTURE ATC TRAIL 29 1/2 RD N OF HWY 50 CITY BOUNDARY / B RD 1.95 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL B 1/2 RD E OF FRONTIER ST B RD / 30 RD 0.55 T

HOPI DR CHEYENNE DR C RD 0.20 BB

49

Medium Priority

Low Priority

HWY 50 GRAND MESA AVE 28 1/2 RD 3.50 T or CT or PBL

HWY 50 RAMP HWY 50 B 1/2 RD 0.35 BL

LINDEN AVE C RD B 1/2 RD 0.50 BL

OXFORD AVE ARLINGTON DR 28 1/2 RD 0.49 BB

PINON ST SANTA CLARA AVE C RD 0.13 BB

S REDLANDS 
RD/26 3/8 RD

LITTLE PARK RD 26 3/8 RD 0.52 T
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Plann ing  Zones

Un incorporated  Mesa  County

Urban  Development Boundary

Rai l roads
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Street Classi fication

Local

Col l ector

Arteria l

H ighway

Existing  Bicycle  Faci l i ties

Signed  Bike  Route

Striped  Bike  Lane

Buffered  Bike  Lane

Trai l

Bicycle  Faci l i ty Recommendation

Bike  Bou l evard

Bike  Lane

Buffered  Bike  Lane

Trai l ,  Cycletrack, or  Protected  Bike  Lane

Trai l

GRAND JUNCTION PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN50

Pear Park

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

29 RD E NORTH AVE RIVER BEND LN 2.16 T or CT or PBL

30 RD F RD I70 BL 0.97 T or CT or PBL

FUTURE ATC TRAIL F RD E OF 31 RD
RAIL ROAD S OF I70 
FRONTAGE RD

0.75 T or CT or PBL

I70B DESERT VISTA / PITKIN AVE WARRIOR WAY 4.10 T or CT or PBL

High Priority
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Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

30 1/2 RD D 1/2 RD SANDPIPER AVE 0.34 BB

30 1/4 RD COLORADO AVE RED PEAR DR 0.04 BB

30 RD E RD D 1/2 RD 0.38 T or CT or PBL

31 RD S OF I70 BL E D RD 1.16 T or CT or PBL

C 1/2 RD 27 1/2 RD 29 RD 1.50 BL

CHATFIELD DR CITY BOUNDARY D 1/2 RD 0.01 T

COLORADO AVE 30 1/4 RD WEDGEWOOD AVE 0.13 BB

COLORADO AVE MEADOWVALE WAY 31 RD 0.28 BB

COLOROW DR HILL CT GUNNISON AVE 0.07 BB

D 1/2 RD 29 RD 30 RD 1.03 T

D 1/2 RD W OF BISMARCK ST FOX MEADOWS ST 0.87 T

D RD 29 RD W OF 32 RD 2.98 T or CT or PBL

E RD 30 RD W OF 31 1/2 RD 1.47 T or CT or PBL

FUTURE ATC TRAIL LAS COLONIAS TRAIL
29 RD N OF COLORADO 
RIVER

1.78 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL D 1/2 RD S OF D 1/2 CT 30 1/4 RD / RED PEAR DR 1.19 T

GUNNISON AVE COLOROW DR OL SUN DR 0.69 BB

HILL CT 30 RD COLOROW DR 0.14 BB

NORTH AVE I70 BL W JERRY'S OUTDOOR SPORTS 0.19 BL

SANDPIPER AVE 30 1/2 RD MEADOWVALE WAY 0.19 BB

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

30 RD D RD COLORADO RIVER 0.62 BL

30 RD ROOD AVE D RD 0.38 T or CT or PBL

COLORADO AVE WEDGEWOOD AVE 30 1/2 RD 0.04 BB

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
S OF D 1/2 RD AND 
W OF 29 1/4 RD

29 RD / D RD 0.61 T

MEADOWVALE 
WAY

COLORADO AVE SANDPIPER AVE 0.05 BB

OL SUN DR E RD GUNNISON AVE 0.23 BB

WEDGEWOOD AVE COLORADO AVE D RD 0.39 BB

Medium Priority

Low Priority
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Urban  Development Boundary

Rai l roads

Parks

Street Classi fication

Local

Col l ector

Arteria l

H ighway

Existing  Bicycle  Faci l i ties

Signed  Bike  Route

Striped  Bike  Lane

Buffered  Bike  Lane
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Bicycle  Faci l i ty Recommendation

Bike  Bou l evard

Bike  Lane

Buffered  Bike  Lane

Trai l ,  Cycletrack, or  Protected  Bike  Lane

Trai l

GRAND JUNCTION PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN52

Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To) Length (Miles)
Recommended 

Facility Type

24 RD/REDLANDS 
PKWY

PATTERSON RD PARKWAY RAMP 0.41 T OR CT OR PBL

BROADWAY 22 1/2 RD RIVERSIDE TRAIL 3.39 T or CT or PBL

S REDLANDS 
RD/26 3/8 RD

LITTLE PARK RD 26 3/8 RD 0.52 T

Redlands
High Priority
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Corridor Name Extent (From) Extent (To)
Length 
(Miles)

Recommended 
Facility Type

23 RD S RIM DR BROADWAY 0.49 BL

23 RD BROADWAY DEAD END 0.22 BB

BROADWAY W GREENWOOD DR GREENWOOD DR 0.11 T or CT or PBL

BROADWAY W OF CANYON CREEK DR COLONIAL DR 1.57 T or CT or PBL

CANYON CREEK DR DEAD END BASELINE DR 0.30 BB

CANYON RIM DR S CAMP RD DEAD END 0.49 BB

COLONIAL DR BROADWAY CARLSBAD DR 0.18 BB

D RD S BROADWAY ROSEVALE RD 0.30 BB

DESERT HILLS RD S BROADWAY DEAD END 0.33 BB

DESERT HILLS RD DEAD END ESCONDIDO CIR 0.26 T

E 1/2 RD 20 1/2 RD W GREENWOD CT 0.82 BB

E MAYFIELD DR BROADWAY WB BROADWAY EB 0.04 BL

EASTER HILL DR N EASTER HILL DR S BROADWAY 0.05 BB

ESCONDIDO CIR DESERT HILLS RD S BROADWAY 0.34 BB

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
MOCKINGBIRD LN S 
OF BROADWAY

ESCONDIDO CIR / S 
BROADWAY

0.95 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
2292 S BROADWAY TO 
S OF S BROADWAY

23 RD N OF S BROADWAY 0.14 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
E OF CANYON CREEK DR 
NE OF BROADVIEW CT

DESERT HILLS RD E OF 
KINDERED RESERVE

2.83 T

FUTURE ATC TRAIL
COLONIAL DR / 
CARLSBARD DR

NE OF VILLAGE VIEW CT / 
RIO HONDO RD

0.24 T

MARIPOSA DR W RIDGES BLVD MONUMENT RD 0.66 BL

MONUMENT RD
CITY BOUNDARY / LUTCH 
LOOPS CONNECTOR TRAIL

GLADE PARK RD 1.42 T or CT or PBL

MONUMENT VILLAGE DR DEAD END BROADWAY 0.28 BB

REDLANDS 360 TRAIL
S OF REDLAND PKWY 
AND BROADWAY

CANYON RIM DR 3.61 T

RIDGES BLVD TURNING LANE BROADWAY 0.02 BL

ROSEVALE RD D RD LITTLE PARK RD 0.91 BL

ROSEVALE RD DEAD END D RD 0.22 BB

S BROADWAY E HALF RD ESCONDIDO CIR 1.50 BL

S BROADWAY EASTER HILL DR 2292 S BROADWAY 0.18 BB

S BROADWAY ESCONDIDO CIR S CAMP RD 0.51 T or CT or PBL

S BROADWAY W OF 20 RD 20 1/2 RD 0.51 T or CT or PBL

S CAMP RD E DAKOTA DR MONUMENT RD 0.96 T or CT or PBL

S CAMP RD CANYON RIM RD BUFFALO DR 0.07 T or CT or PBL

S REDLANDS RD MIRA MONTE RD ROSEVALE RD 0.65 BB

S RIM DR GREEBBELT CT 23 RD 0.04 BL

W GREENWOOD CT W GREENWOOD DR DEAD END 0.06 BB

W GREENWOOD DR BROADWAY W GREENWOOD CT 0.13 BB

W RIDGES BLVD TURNING LANE MARIPOSA DR 0.02 BL

Low Priority
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GRAND JUNCTION PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN54

Bicycle Crossing 
Guidance
When creating a low-stress bike network, it is 
paramount to consider where bicycle facilities cross 
at intersections or at midblock designated crossings. 
The weakest link approach acknowledges that a low-
stress bicycle facility is only as comfortable as the 
lowest comfort component; this component is often the 
intersection.

The NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide provides 
guidance on best practices for intersection design 
treatments for urban bikeway crossings. Additionally, 
NACTO also published a supplemental design guide 
for effectively designing low-stress bikeways through 
intersections for all ages and abilities titled Don’t Give 
Up at the Intersection. Refer to these publications for 
supplemental design guidance on bicycle crossing 
treatments at intersections. Low-stress bicycle facility 
crossing applies design strategies and tools at the 
intersection to reduce the conflict between vehicles 
and people on bikes by targeting three key elements: 

1.	 Reduce vehicle turning speeds

2.	 Increase the visibility of bicyclists

3.	 Give priority to bicyclists

The characteristics of the roadway being crossed 
and the bicycle facility type influence what crossing 
treatment is necessary. NACTO defines three main 
types of low-stress bicycle crossing types. These 
three, plus a fourth - roundabouts (which are present in 
Grand Junction), are applied to any permutation of bike 
facility type and street classification: 

1.	 Protected intersections

2.	 Dedicated intersections

3.	 Minor street crossings

4.	 Roundabouts

Table 3 shows what category of crossing treatment is 
most appropriate for each facility type and street type.

Intersection Types

A brief summary of contextual applications and design 
considerations of each bicycle crossing intersection 
type is provided below. Refer to NACTO’s Don’t 
Give Up at the Intersection for guidance on the 
specific intersection treatments and considerations 
for designing protected intersections, dedicated 
intersections, and minor street crossings. Refer 
to Chapter 14 of CDOT’s Roadway Design Guide 
for design guidance for carrying bikeways through 
roundabouts.

Protected Intersections

Protected intersections are recommended where 
protected bike lanes meet collectors and arterials, as 
shown in Figure 20.

According to NACTO: “Protected intersections can be 
applied on any street where enhanced bike comfort is 
desirable. They are most commonly found on streets 
with parking-protected bike lanes or buffered bike 
lanes. Protected intersections can also be implemented 
using interim materials. Where no parking lane exists, 
a setback can be created by shifting the bikeway or 
motor vehicle lanes away from one another as they 
approach the intersection.”

BICYCLE 
FACILITY TYPE

LOCAL COLLECTOR ARTERIAL DRIVEWAY ROUNDABOUT

Bike Boulevard
Minor Street 
Crossing

Dedicated 
Intersection

Dedicated 
Intersection

Minor Street 
Crossing

Merge with traffic

Bike Lane
Minor Street 
Crossing

Dedicated 
Intersection

Dedicated 
Intersection

Minor Street 
Crossing

Merge with traffic 
and/or provide ramps 

to multiuse trail

Protected Bike 
Lane/Cycle Track

Dedicated 
Intersection

Protected 
Intersection

Protected 
Intersection

Minor Street 
Crossing Provide ramps to 

multiuse trail
Multiuse Trail

Minor Street 
Crossing

Dedicated 
Intersection

Dedicated 
Intersection

Minor Street 
Crossing

TABLE 3: BICYCLE CROSSING INTERSECTION TYPE IDENTIFICATION
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Dedicated Intersections

Dedicated intersections are recommended when bike 
boulevards, bike lanes, and trails meet collectors and 
arterials and where protected bike lanes meet local 
streets. An example of a dedicated intersection is 
shown in Figure 21.

FIGURE 20: PROTECTED INTERSECTION

FIGURE 21: DEDICATED INTERSECTION

SOURCE: NHRP

SOURCE: NACTO

According to NACTO: “Dedicated intersection 
geometry should be considered where there is not 
enough space to set back the bikeway from mixed 
traffic at the intersection. This condition often arises 
when a protected bike lane runs close to mixed traffic 
lanes without a parking or loading lane between them.”
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Minor Street Crossings

Minor street crossings are recommended when bike 
boulevards, bike lanes, or trails cross local roads or 
driveways (with the exception of protected intersection 
treatments for some protected bike lanes). An example 
of a minor street crossing is shown in Figure 22.

According to NACTO: “Minor street crossings use 
compact corners and raised elements to keep turn 
speeds low. The raised crosswalk and bikeway 
indicate to drivers that they are entering a low-speed 
environment, and must prepare to yield to other 

FIGURE 22: MINOR BICYCLE CROSSING

Roundabouts

When bike facilities meet a single lane roundabout 
with a designated speed of <15 mph bike boulevards 
and bike lanes can merge with traffic. Additional 
signage should also be provided, as well as on-street 
painted arrows.

When a protected bike lane or trail meets a 
roundabout, or when any bicycle facility meets a two-
lane roundabout, separated facilities for bicyclists 
(perhaps shared with pedestrian infrastructure 
and with pedestrian crossings) should be clearly 
marked. Separated facilities can also be included 
when a standard bike lane meets a one-lane 
roundabout. This infrastructure should have ramps 

SOURCE: NACTO

users. Traffic control devices, such as signals, are 
uncommon. Ensuring a clear approach sightline is 
essential to encourage drivers to yield to people 
in the bikeway or the crosswalk. Raised bikeway 
crossings should be considered where bikeways 
cross minor streets, neighborhood streets, driveways, 
and other small streets. Where the bikeway is not 
signalized, such as at uncontrolled or stop controlled 
on-minor intersections, the raised crossing provides 
unambiguous priority to bikes in the intersection.”

and clear crossing markings for where bikes are 
to cross the legs of the roundabout. An example is 
shown in Figure 23 and at the existing roundabout 
at 12th Street and Horizon Drive in Figure 24.

Intersection Treatments at 
Bicycle Crossings

Refer to NACTO’s Urban Bikeway Design Guide 
for treatment strategies for different bicycle 
crossing contexts, including specific design 
guidance. Several bicycle crossing treatment 
options, including specific recommendations most 
relevant to Grand Junction are provided below.
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FIGURE 24: BIKE LANE RAMPS AT 12TH STREET AND HORIZON DRIVE ROUNDABOUT

FIGURE 23: BIKE CROSSING AT ROUNDABOUT SOURCE: CDOT

October 2015    Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
    
 

 

14-45 

14.1.8 Bike Lanes at Roundabouts 

Bike lanes are not carried through roundabouts. The MUTCD states that bike lane markings 
should stop at least 100 feet prior to the approach of a roundabout. Following the end of a bike 
lane, a pathway must be provided for bicyclists to exit the roadway, if they choose. A SHARED 
LANE MARKING may be used through the roundabout. Figure 14-28 is an example of a multi-
lane roundabout.  

 

 Figure 14-28 Multi-lane Roundabout

Packet Page 99



GRAND JUNCTION PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN58

Bike Boulevard Crossings

Since bike boulevards will most commonly occur 
on local streets, special consideration should 
be given to intersection treatments along these 
streets. NACTO provides treatment guidance 
for two basic types of intersections: minor 
street crossings and major street crossings.

Minor Street Crossings - At minor street crossings 
on bike boulevards, the primary consideration is 
mitigating frequent stops, which can be a significant 
inconvenience for bicycle mobility. Frequent placement 
of stop signs along low-volume, low-speed streets 
is a common strategy to mitigate speeding and cut-
through vehicle traffic, especially in residential areas 
where most bike boulevards will occur. NACTO 
recommends that “bicycle boulevards should have 
right-of-way priority and reduce or minimize delay by 
limiting the number of stop signs along the route.” 
Therefore, it is recommended to consider flipping 
the stop sign to be directed to the non-bike priority 
street, creating a two-way stop-controlled intersection, 
which could be paired with a neighborhood traffic 
circle to limit vehicle speeds . Other speed and 
volume control treatments should be used on the 
bike boulevard in lieu of frequent stop signs, such as 
speed humps, chicanes, bulb-outs, neighborhood 
traffic circles, and diverters (see Figure 18).

Major Street Crossings – Because bike boulevards 
are typically along local streets that have two-way 
stop control at major cross streets, the primary 
consideration at these locations is providing a safe 
and convenient way for bicyclists to cross. Effective 
treatments at major crossings will be essential to 
implementing effective bike boulevards in Grand 
Junction. In fact, many of the streets designated 
as future bike boulevards on the Future Bicycle 
Network Map (see Figure 19) are already low-
volume and low-speed and the primary treatment 
that will be needed along these corridors will 
be crossing improvements particularly at major 
crossing. NACTO provides guidance on potential 
treatments where bike boulevards cross major 
streets, including curb extensions, flashing beacons, 
median refuge islands, and signals (see Figure 18).

Through Bike Lanes

Carrying bike lanes through the intersection approach 
is important so bicyclists have the opportunity to 
correctly position themselves to avoid conflicting 
with turning traffic. This typically includes positioning 
bike lanes to the left of right turn lanes and providing 
a dotted transition lane for bikes of the appropriate 
width and distance in advance of the intersection 
(see Figure 25). Green skip paint can be used 
for intersections with high right turn volumes.

FIGURE 25: THROUGH BIKE LANE
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In addition, ending the bike lane prior to the 
intersection should be avoided as much as possible. 
This was a common barrier to bicycling identified by 
the community during the public engagement process. 
In constrained environments where there may not be 
enough space to accommodate a bike lane through the 
intersection under the existing lane configuration, the 
city should evaluate removing a turn lane, providing 
a combined bike/turn lane (see example in Figure 
26), widening the intersection, or providing a ramp to/
from a shared multiuse trail similar to a roundabout 
configuration (see Figure 23).

Signal Phasing

At signalized intersections, there are several strategies 
related to signal phasing to enhance bicycle safety, 
visibility, and prioritization. They are:

Protected Left Turn Phasing: Vehicles making a left 
turn on streets with a bikeway may not be looking for 
crossing bicyclists. Permitted-protected and protected-
only signal phasing are proven safety countermeasures 
that can mitigate crashes with left turning vehicles.

Lagging Left Turn: A lagging left turn provides the 
vehicle with a left turn green arrow after the through 
movement, to allow bicyclists to pass through the 
intersection first.

Bike Signal: A bike signal provides the bicyclist with a 
separate phasing from vehicles which can be useful at 
intersections with high volumes of right turning vehicles 
and where the bikeway is to the right of the turn lane. 
Phasing may be in the form of protected or protected-
permissive right turns.

Leading Bike Interval (LBI): An LBI is where the 
bicyclist receives a green bike signal a few seconds in 
advance of vehicles, allowing the bikes to get a head 
start into the intersection to become visible, especially 
if there is not a dedicated right turn lane. This phasing 
requires a separate bike signal head.

Signal Progression: Setting signal progressions 
to bike-friendly speeds (around 12 mph) on streets 
prioritized for bike movements can reduce bicycle 
delay and improve bicycle compliance, while 
supporting bus transit reliability and disincentivizing 
vehicular speeding.

Prohibit Right-turn-on-Red: Beyond situations 
outlined in Section 2B.54 of the Manual for Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) to consider a No Turn 
on Red sign, this prohibition should also be considered 
at intersections with streets where a multiuse trail is 
present to mitigate conflicts caused by drivers looking 
left for gap in traffic and failing to see a bicyclist on a 
multiuse trail approaching from the right.

FIGURE 26: COMBINED BIKE LANE/TURN LANE SOURCE: NACTO
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According to NACTO: “A LBI can be provided if a 
shared through/turn lane is next to the bikeway. If a 
dedicated right or left turn lane is next to the bikeway, 
protected-permissive bike signal phasing should 
be considered. Protected signal phases should be 
considered if turn volumes from the adjacent lane 
exceed 120 to 150 vehicles per hour (vph). Protected 
signal phases should also be considered if conflicting 
left turn volumes (on two-way streets) across the 
bikeway exceed 60 to 90 vph, or if these turns cross 
multiple traffic lanes.”

Signal Detection & Actuation

At all signalized intersections in Grand Junction where 
an existing or planned bikeway crosses the intersection 
the following should be considered in the signal design 
so a bicyclist can reliably actuate a green signal. There 
are several options to achieve this:

Automatic Bike Detection: The most effective bike 
detection use video or radar to detect the presence of 
a bicyclist and actuate the signal. This should be paired 
with pavement markings and/or signage directing 
bicyclists where to position to actuate the signal (see 
Figure 27).

Push-Button: A user activated button (similar to a 
pedestrian push button) mounted on a pole adjacent to 
the bikeway and at a level that a bicyclist can activate 
without dismounting or leaving the bikeway.

Automatic Recall: The simplest way to ensure 
bicyclists can call a green signal is to set the signal 
phasing to automatic recall so that a green phase is 
actuated every signal cycle.

Providing a reliable and convenient way for bicyclists 
to actuate a signal is important to bicycle comfort, 
convenience, and safety when crossing busy streets, 
and will deter red light running.

Recessed Stop Bar or Bike Box

Installing recessed stop bars for vehicles at 
intersections increases the visibility of bicyclists and 
can be applied across all controlled intersection 
treatment strategies. Figure 28 shows a recessed 

FIGURE 27: BIKE DETECTION AT SIGNAL FIGURE 29: BIKE BOX AT INTERSECTION

FIGURE 28: RECESSED STOP BAR

OBJECT IVE   S1
Conduct a signalization feasibility study as a 
first step to determine what improvements are 
needed at signalized crossings.
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vehicle stop bar. This can also take the form of a 
bicycle box, which is a designated area in front of the 
travel lane at a signalized intersection that is safe and 
visible for bicyclists to wait. This allows cyclists to get 
ahead of queueing traffic during the red signal phase 
which helps to mitigate conflicts with right turning 
vehicles. It is recommended that this be paired with 
prohibiting right turns on red. An example of a bike box 
is shown in Figure 29.

Intersection Crossing Markings

NACTO recommends the implementation of crossbike 
across the intersection; a crossbike is similar to 
a crosswalk but for bikes—intersection crossing 
markings for bikes. This can consist of bike lane line 
extensions with broken white lines and/or dashed 
green bars. An example of a crossbike is shown in 
Figure 30.

Bridges and Underpasses

Grand Junction is bisected by the Colorado River, 
Union Pacific railroad, and several major urban 
highways, including US-50 and I-70B, all of which 
were identified by the community as significant 
barriers for bicycle and pedestrian movement 
between important destinations in the city. To mitigate 
the impact of these barriers additional pedestrian 
and bicycle crossings are recommended in the 
updated Active Transportation Corridor map. All 
future bridge and underpass crossings along Active 
Transportation Corridors should be designed to 
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists via a low-
stress facility generally following the pedestrian 
and bicycle facility design guidance in the PBP.

FIGURE 30: CROSSBIKE

Design Considerations

Given the unique nature of bridge and underpass 
crossings, possibly including narrower cross-sections, 
higher vehicle speeds, and walls or railings, special 
consideration should be given to pedestrian and 
bicycle accommodations in these contexts. Traffic 
volume, speed, number of travel lanes, and length of 
the bridge will determine the facility most appropriate 
for bicycles. The AASHTO Guide for Development 
of Bicycle Facilities provides recommendations 
for special considerations of bicycle facilities on 
bridges including the height and spacing of railings, 
and additional clear zone spacing. AASHTO also 
recommends on longer bridges (a half mile or more) 
with a design speed of over 45 mph that bicyclist be 
provided a separate shared-use path with a concrete 
barrier. In these instance merge ramps may be needed 
to allow bicyclist to transition from on-street to off-
street facilities on either end of the bridge similar to 
roundabouts. AASHTO also recommends in these 
cases that multiuse trails be implemented on both sides 
to support bicycle mobility and prevent wrong-way 
riders. Connections to adjacent bicycle and pedestrian 
corridors on either side of the bridge or underpass 
should also be made to ensure adequate access and 
connectivity to the bridge or underpass. Lastly, bridges 
and underpasses should also be well-lit.

Bridge and Tunnel Retrofits

Bridges and tunnels are expensive to replace and are 
often designed to last 50 years or more. Thus, in cases 
where there is an existing bridge or tunnel not slated 
for replacement in the near future, the city may need 
to retrofit the crossing to adequately accommodate 
pedestrian and bicycle movement. Refer to AASHTO 
on guidance for best practices in bridge and tunnel 
retrofits. Potential strategies in situations where there 
is not enough width to accommodate bicycle facilities 
may include widening the sidewalk, by narrowing or 
reducing travel lanes, or adding a cantilever structure.

OBJECT IVE   S2
When upgrading bike facilities on a corridor, 
incorporate suggested intersection 
treatments to reduce stress of bicycle 
crossings, and ensure continuity of high-
comfort facilities.
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PEDESTRIAN 
NETWORK PLAN

•	 A description of the preferred design user 
that pedestrian facilities will be designed 
to support.

•	 A description of pedestrian facility types 
and their design guidelines.

•	 Pedestrian crossing guidance on how 
to improve safety for pedestrians at 
street crossings.

This plan sets the goal for all streets in Grand 
Junction to provide high comfort locations for 
people to walk. Given there are hundreds of 
miles of streets in Grand Junction, the initial 
focus should be on completing sidewalks 
and trails on the Active Transportation 
Corridors, many of which are arterial streets 
with high traffic speeds and volumes. 

The prioritization strategy described in 
the Implementation section of this plan 
identifies the most critical pedestrian 
infrastructure using criteria sourced from the 
community, prioritizing the locations with 
both the greatest need and that will have the 
greatest impact to pedestrian circulation.

The pedestrian network plan in this 
section includes the following:

CHAPTER 5.
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Preferred Design User 
Based on input from the community, Steering 
Committee, and city staff, this plan sets forth a goal to 
have low-stress, high-comfort places to walk or roll on 
all streets in Grand Junction. Low-stress facilities are 
defined as those that score an LTS 1 or LTS 2 on the 
LTS 1-4 rating system as shown in Figure 31, meaning 

FIGURE 31: PEDESTRIAN LEVEL OF TRAFFIC STRESS

they cater to all ages and abilities. Future sidewalks and 
trails in Grand Junction will cater to the most cautious 
design user, including children, older adults, and 
people with mobility challenges, to the most confident 
pedestrian. Designing sidewalks to this standard will 
ensure all residents, employees, and visitors of Grand 
Junction can feel comfortable choosing to walk or roll. 

Pedestrian Facility Types
Pedestrian facility types recommended in this plan, 
consisting of sidewalks and crossings, are those 
needed to achieve an LTS 1 or 2 on streets based 
on the roadway speed, number of lanes, and traffic 
volumes. Unlike the bicycle network plan, where 
specific streets will have bicycle facilities (primarily on 
the Active Transportation Corridors), it is assumed that 
the majority of, if not all, streets in the city will be a part 
of the future pedestrian network.1  

1 Note: While certain streets are planned as part of the bike 
network that will have specific design treatments to provide 
high comfort for bicyclists, it is expected that bicyclist will also 
use all streets in Grand Junction.

However, this plan prioritizes where upgrades in 
the pedestrian network should be made first. The 
Prioritized Pedestrian Network map in Figure 44 
shows all sidewalks in the city prioritized in order of 
importance to complete or upgrade based on the 
prioritization criteria. This section describes design 
guidance for sidewalks and trails, with additional design 
specifications found in the updated TEDS Manual. 
Guidance is based on best practices from NACTO, 
FHWA, and from best practices established in other 
municipalities.
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Sidewalks 

To achieve at least an LTS 2, streets with three 
travel lanes or fewer and speeds of 30 mph or less 
(generally local and collector streets) require a 6-foot 
sidewalk with an 8-foot buffer. Streets with four travel 
lanes or more and/or speeds of 35 mph or more 
require an 8-foot sidewalk with 12-foot buffer. These 
recommendations follow a “weakest link approach,” 
meaning that a street with two travel lanes but a 
posted speed limit of 35 mph will require an 8-foot 
sidewalk with 12-foot buffer. Notably, if the city chooses 
to reduce the speed and/or number of lanes on a 
street as part of a corridor project, the recommended 
width of sidewalk and buffer may be reduced. It is 
recommended that changes to posted speed are 
accompanied by geometric design changes and traffic 
calming interventions to be effective.

LANES

3 or fewer 4 or more

Speed

30 mph or less 6 ft sidewalk, 8 ft buffer 8 ft sidewalk, 12 ft buffer

35 mph or more 8 ft sidewalk, 12 ft buffer 8 ft sidewalk, 12 ft buffer

In constrained environments with limited right of 
way behind the curb, the sidewalk should be as wide 
as possible, with a minimum width of 5 feet and a 
minimum buffer width of 2 feet. Note: bike lanes and 
on-street parking can count as part of the buffer width 
as explained in the Buffer/Amenity Zone section.

On local streets in existing residential neighborhoods 
where there is no sidewalk, an LTS 2 has been 

FIGURE 32: SIDEWALK ELEMENTS

TABLE 4: SIDEWALK FACILITY RECOMMENDATIONS TO ACHIEVE LTS 2 OR BETTER GIVEN STREET CHARACTERISTICS

assigned when speed limits are 25 mph or less and 
volumes average less than 1,000 vehicles per day. 
These streets are the lowest priority to improve with 
sidewalk facilities unless they are part of a Safe Routes 
to School corridor. Neighborhood residents typically 
utilize the street surface to walk and roll with the 
motorized traffic. Generally, this sharing of the roadway 
has been found to be an acceptable level of comfort on 
these low-volume, low-speed streets.
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Buffer/Amenity Zone

The buffer/amenity zone is an area that separates trails 
and sidewalks from travel lanes. The highest-quality 
buffers include both horizontal and vertical separation, 
for additional protection for those walking, rolling, and 
biking. Wider buffers better accommodate shared 
dockless micromobility (such as scooter- and bike-
share), by allowing users of bike- and scooter-share to 
park devices safely outside of the sidewalk, and in the 
amenity zone. This maintains a clear path of travel for 
people using wheelchairs and other mobility devices, 
while also reducing visual clutter.

While Figure 32 and Figure 33 show tree lawns in 
the zone, this is for illustrative purposes. This zone 
should provide a high-quality buffer with landscaping 
and street trees or a hardscaped surface with street 
furniture including streetlamps, benches, planters, and 
bike racks. Pedestrian lighting within the buffer zone 
improves safety for pedestrians, rollers and bicyclists 
using active transportation corridors and encourages 
the use of these facilities after dark. Parked cars, bike 
lanes, or painted shoulders (such as painted edge 
lines) can also be included in the overall buffer width. 

FIGURE 33: TRAIL ELEMENTS

Trails

To achieve at least an LTS 2, trails should be 10 feet or 
wider (with 12-foot as the desired width) with a 5-foot 
buffer on local streets, 8-foot buffer on collector streets, 
and 12-foot buffer on arterials. Striping on major trails 
can help separate bi-directional traffic for people 
walking/rolling and people biking where needed, 
especially in areas where visibility is limited due to trail 
curvature or topography.

In constrained environments with limited right-of-way 
behind the curb, trails should be as wide as possible, 
with a minimum width of 8 feet, and minimum buffer 
width of 2 feet.

OBJECT IVE   Q2
Install high-comfort sidewalks and trails 
according to the design guidance in the 
Pedestrian Facility Types section.
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Pedestrian Crossing 
Guidance
There are two main types of marked roadway crossings 
for pedestrians: controlled crossings and uncontrolled 
crossings. 

•	 A controlled crosswalk is a legal crossing across 
a roadway approach controlled by a stop sign or 
traffic signal. 

•	 An uncontrolled crosswalk is a legal crosswalk 
across a roadway approach without any control, 
such as a stop sign or traffic signal. Note: while 
a pedestrian can legally cross at uncontrolled 
crossings, the Colorado Revised Statutes Section 
42-4-803 states: (1)....Every pedestrian crossing a 
roadway at any point other than within a marked 
crosswalk or within an unmarked crosswalk at 
an intersection shall yield the right-of-way to all 
vehicles upon the roadway.

FIGURE 34: PEDESTRIAN CROSSING EXAMPLES IN GRAND JUNCTION

Crosswalks may also be marked or unmarked:

•	 A marked crosswalk is a legal crosswalk that 
features traffic control markings.

•	 An unmarked crosswalk is a legal crosswalk that 
does not feature any traffic control markings.

An example of different crosswalk types in Grand 
Junction is shown in Figure 34.
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The specific treatment (marked crosswalk, signage, 
beacon, etc.) for a specific crossing can be determined 
using the Grand Junction Pedestrian Crossing 
Installation Guidelines (2016), including when and 
where to place different types of crossings. Additional 
guidance on uncontrolled pedestrian crossings can 
be found in the FHWA Guide for Improving Pedestrian 
Safety at Uncontrolled Crossing Locations, and the 
CDOT Pedestrian Crossing Installation Guide.

The city should pay special attention to the universal 
accessibility of crossings for all ages and abilities, 
including for people with mobility challenges or with 
visual impairments. Crossings should be designed with 
ADA accessible pedestrian ramps, detectable surfaces, 
and other universal design features.

The TEDS Manual provides design standards for each 
of the treatments identified. Existing crossings should 
be evaluated regularly to help ensure the current 
standards are being met. In addition to these local 
standards, the city can reference Federal guidance. 

OBJECT IVE   S3
When upgrading pedestrian facilities on a 
corridor, incorporate suggested intersection 
treatments to reduce stress of crossings, and 
ensure continuity of high-comfort facilities.

OBJECT IVE   E1
Design crossings with ADA accessible 
pedestrian ramps, detectable surfaces, 
and other universal design features.
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PROGRAM & POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

CHAPTER 6.
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Programs
Programs will work in tandem with the build-out of the 
pedestrian and bicycle networks in Grand Junction 
to further support people walking, rolling, and biking. 
Programs to maintain new facilities, provide pedestrian 
and bicycle amenities, create Safe Routes to School, 
reduce commute trips, and improve education and 
awareness will each establish a culture friendly to 
walking and biking. Based on the existing conditions 
analysis, feedback from the community and in 
collaboration with the project Steering Committee, the 
following set of programs are recommended to support 
buildout and use of the future bicycle and pedestrian 
network. 

Maintenance

As the city of Grand Junction bike, sidewalk, and trail 
networks expand during implementation of the PBP, a 
set of maintenance standards and a maintenance plan 
can help city staff assess and prioritize maintenance 
needs to keep infrastructure in a state of good repair. 
This will ensure the bike and pedestrian network is a 
reliable and comfortable transportation resource for all 
community members. 

Planning and budgeting for maintenance needs can be 
overlooked during planning, design, and construction 
of new facilities. Funding for capital construction tends 
to be more readily available than funding for routine 
upkeep. While initial construction costs far outsize 
those of maintenance and improvement of existing 
facilities, funding for routine upkeep is more difficult 
to secure. Deferring routine upkeep can result in 
facilities degrading faster and requiring more expensive 
maintenance interventions later. Early, frequent 
maintenance can reduce overall costs over time, as 
seen in Figure 35.

69

FIGURE 35: EXTENDED LIFE SPAN OF FACILITIES WITH 
CONSISTENT REINVESTMENT VERSUS LIFE SPAN OF 
FACILITIES WITHOUT MAINTENANCE (SOURCE: FORT 
COLLINS 2021 PARKS & RECREATION MASTER PLAN)
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RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

The Parks Operations Division of the Parks and 
Recreation Department is responsible for maintaining 
21 miles of the urban trail system and over 500 
acres of open space. The Street Systems Division 
of the Public Works Department is responsible 
for maintenance of all on-street bikeways, as well 
as street sweeping, drainage maintenance, leaf 

RECOMMENDED MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES

This section identifies recommended maintenance 
activities including trash removal, surface cleaning, 
vegetation maintenance, snow removal and drainage, 
pavement maintenance, amenity maintenance, physical 
infrastructure maintenance, and trailhead maintenance.

Trash Removal: Trash removal is important not 
only for upholding the aesthetic character of trails, 
but also for protecting public health and safety and 
respecting natural habitat, wildlife, air, water, and soil 
quality. Frequency of trash removal can vary based 
on trail use and location. For more remote or less 
trafficked trails, the city could reduce maintenance 
costs related to trash removal by placing bins at 

removal, pavement maintenance, and sidewalk 
maintenance. As the system expands, maintenance 
work completed by volunteers can supplement work 
performed by local maintenance entities. Volunteers 
can assist with routine upkeep responsibilities and 
can reduce overall maintenance costs. Volunteers 
can perform a variety of tasks, including trash 
removal, vegetation management, and physical 
infrastructure maintenance, as shown in Table 5.

select locations and requesting that the public hold 
on to trash generated along the trail. Locations at 
trail entry points, in parking areas, and near street 
crossings are more easily accessed and serviced 
by maintenance staff. Additionally, on trails where 
dogs are permitted, there should be signage and 
stations with disposable bags placed next to trash 
containers. These stations make it convenient for 
pet owners to pick up pet waste and can reduce the 
frequency of users dropping bags along the trail. 

Surface Cleaning: Surface cleaning of trails is 
necessary for removing obstacles that could cause 
injury or impede universal access. Staff may blow or 
sweep the surface clear of leaves and other debris. 

Volunteers can most likely: Volunteers may not be able to: To get help with this task:

Keep the trail clear of trash and debris. Haul material to a disposal facility.
Contact your local government or waste 

hauler.

Clear brush and trees. Dispose of the material. Borrow or rent a chipper.

Plant and maintain trees, shrubs, 
and flowers and do most gardening 
and landscaping tasks.

Provide the items to be planted.
Get donated or discounted plant materials 

from a local nursery or home center. 
Establish an inventory of donated hand tools.

Operate mowers, trimmers, and chain saws. Supply their own tools.
Establish an inventory of donated power 

tools.

Operate a tractor, loader, or bobcat. 
Operate specialized heavy equipment like a 

dozer, grader, or roller.

Ask your local road crew or hire a paid 
contractor.

Make minor repairs to non-asphalt trails. Lay asphalt or operate a paving machine.

Keep drainage structures clear. Dig a trench and install pipes or culverts.

Perform surface cleaning of restrooms.
Remove waste from portable toilets or 

restrooms.
Hire a paid contractor.

Install signs, gates, bollards, and fences. Manufacture same. Purchase using donated funds or get 
donated or discounted materials from a 

lumber yard or home center.Build and install picnic tables, benches, 
kiosks, and other wood structures.

Provide materials.

Bridge decking and minor bridge 
and tunnel maintenance.

Perform structural inspection and 
maintenance of bridges and tunnels.

Hire a professional engineer and paid 
contractor.

TABLE 5: COMMON MAINTENANCE TASKS FOR VOLUNTEERS
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OBJECT IVE   Q3
Develop a set of maintenance standards and 
a maintenance plan to prioritize upkeep of the 
active transportation network.

Vegetation Management: Vegetation management 
is another maintenance activity that is necessary to 
remove obstacles that could cause injury or impede 
universal access. Best practices for trail clearance 
generally state that the edges of paved trails should 
have 2-3 feet of horizontal clearance from vertical 
obstructions, and trails should have a minimum vertical 
clearance of 8-12 feet. Clearing includes the removal of 
downed or leaning trees, protruding roots, loose limbs, 
or large pieces of bark from the trail and buffer zone. 

Snow Removal and Drainage: The goal of snow 
removal and drainage is to avoid weather-related 
blockages to trail access. In general, snow removal 
should occur as soon as possible after a snowfall on 
hard surface trails. Drainage maintenance is important 
for preventing damage to trails from storms and water 
erosion and for keeping trails open for use. Common 
drainage activities include clearing ditches and 
culverts. Ditches must be deep and wide enough to 
carry water volumes during heavy storms. Vegetation 
or trash that may block water flow must be removed 
from ditches, and slumping banks should be rectified. 
Drainage culverts should also be checked and cleared 
prior to major storms to ensure functionality during and 
after a weather event. 

Pavement Maintenance: Asphalt pavement generally 
requires more maintenance than concrete and has 
fallen out of favor in many Colorado communities. 
Asphalt trails more frequently crack due to intruding 
vegetation, and a smooth trail surface is needed to 
better serve users of all abilities. Well-maintained 
concrete trails can last 25 years. However, concrete 
surfaces can still be damaged by water and erosion, 
tree roots, and frost and freeze cycles. Other trail 
design characteristics with an impact on maintenance 
should be considered when constructing new facilities. 
New trails should be 10-12 feet to have adequate 
passing width and space for users to pause to the 
side, but also to allow access by maintenance and 
emergency vehicles. Trails should also be wider at 
intersections with other trails, at smaller radius curves, 
and at underpasses to allow for safe travel by users and 
to facilitate maintenance activities.

Amenity Maintenance: Trailside elements such as 
benches, picnic tables and shelters, drinking fountains, 
bicycle parking, bicycle repair stations, fencing, gates, 
bollards, and workout equipment may experience 

damage and require maintenance. Striping on major 
trails can help separate opposing traffic where needed, 
especially in areas where visibility is limited due 
to trail curvature. Striping and markings should be 
replaced where needed citywide on an annual basis. 
Maintenance activities include cleaning, painting, 
repair, and replacement. During the construction of 
new trails, consideration should be given to whether 
these amenities should be installed (contingent on 
whether sufficient resources for maintenance are 
available), and if so, consideration should also be given 
to material types, durability, and placement for ease of 
maintenance and repair.

Physical Infrastructure Maintenance: Preventative 
maintenance can ensure pedestrian bridges remain 
in a state of good repair. Wooden bridges require 
checking for damage or deterioration of wooden 
decking. General bridge maintenance includes 
replacing boards or screws, bridge washing, debris 
clearing, deck sealing, steel bearings lubrication, 
and painting load-carrying steel members. More 
intensive maintenance includes replacement of bridge 
elements such as joints, bearings, pedestals, bridge 
seat/pier cap, or columns/stems. The city may also 
apply products that enhance bridge grip and reduce 
slipperiness to improve safety for users in all weather 
conditions. 

Trailhead Specific Maintenance: As the trail system 
expands, new trailheads and amenities may be 
installed. According to Rails-to-Trails, the most common 
trailhead elements are information kiosks, parking lots, 
tables and benches, trash receptacles, and toilets. As 
these facilities are planned, the city should consider 
material types, durability, and placement with regard to 
the ease of maintenance and repair.
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SOURCING FUNDS

Total annual maintenance cost estimates per mile 
vary greatly across communities, based on the type 
of facility (e.g., width, surface, structural design), as 
well as context-sensitive characteristics, such as the 
types of vegetation, amenities included, and number 
of annual users. The City of Grand Junction should 
continue to plan for increases in the budget of the 
Parks and Recreation Department and Public Works 
Department commensurate with additional assets and 
capital facilities that the Parks Operations Division and 
Street Systems Division must operate and maintain.

In communities nationwide, usually more funding 
exists for capital construction than for maintenance. 
According to Rails-to-Trails, trail system managers 
nationally report receiving funding primarily from 
municipal budget allocations (49%), then from local 
fundraising activities (39%), in-kind donations (29%), 
the state budget (24%), community fees or taxes (9%), 
and federal funding (7%). 

Many funding sources could be used for construction 
and maintenance. The city can explore these and more:

•	 Department of Local Affairs/Great Outdoors 
Colorado/Conservation Trust Fund(Colorado 
Lottery)

•	 Land and Water Conservation Fund

•	 Colorado Parks and Wildlife

•	 Conservation, trail advocacy groups, local 
organizations, non-profits

•	 Federal Highway Administration RAISE 
Grants, Recreational Trails Program Funding, 
Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP)

•	 Federal Safe Streets for All (SS4A) grants

•	 Highway Safety Improvement Program, National 
Highway Performance Program, FASTER Safety 
Grants

•	 City Capital Improvement fund (sales tax)

•	 City General Fund (sales tax)

Pedestrian & Bicycle Amenities

The following section outlines guidance for pedestrian 
and bicycle amenities for the city to incorporate 
alongside installation of new sidewalks, trails, and 
bikeways. With any corridor upgrade, the city should 
consider how to improve the overall streetscape to 
create a more pleasant environment for those walking 
and biking.

BICYCLE STORAGE & PARKING

Alongside bike lanes and trails, a key component of 
the bicycle network is secure bicycle storage and 
parking. Without ample and safe bike parking, people 
may be more reluctant to choose to bike. Installing and 
maintaining end-of-trip facilities such as bike racks/
parking, bike lockers/secure bike storage, showers, and 
personal locker encourages commuting by bicycle by 
making it more convenient. 

The city should refer to the Association of Professional 
Bicycle Professionals (APBP) resource, Essentials of 
Bike Parking, which outlines design and installation 
guidelines for short-term and long-term bike parking 
(Figure 36). Placement and selection of these facilities 
should consider not just traditional bikes but cargo, 
e-bikes and adaptive devices. Grided bike racks, loop 
bike racks, and other similar bike racks that do not 
allow the user to easily lock the frame and wheel of 
the bike to a post should be avoided. These racks are 
typically inefficiently used, harder to secure one’s bike, 
and less compatible with larger e-bikes and cargo 
bikes. The inverted U or other similar bike racks as 
shown in Figure 37 are preferred.

OBJECT IVE   Q4
Utilize existing and pursue new funding 
sources support construction and 
maintenance of the expanded system.
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FIGURE 36: TYPES OF APBP-COMPLIANT PARKING

FIGURE 37: BIKE PARKING IN GRAND JUNCTION

The city should prioritize installation of bike parking 
and secure bike storage in key destinations such as 
downtown, outside of city properties, and near major 
transit hubs, parks, schools, employment centers, and 
shopping areas. Secure bicycle parking incorporates 
a “post” or “rack” where the front tire and the frame of 
the bicycle can be easily locked. The city should also 
accommodate alternative micromobility devices such 
as e-bikes and scooters by constructing dedicated 
micromobility parking in high-demand areas. Bike 
parking could take the form of bike racks, micromobility 
corrals, bike lockers, bike shelters, and repurposed 
parking spaces.
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Regardless of the type of bike parking used, it is 
important that it holds the number of bikes as they 
are designed to hold and it stores them securely. For 
example, on many traditional “bike racks” a bicycle 
can only be secured on each end of the rack where 
one can lock both the front wheel and the frame of the 
bicycle to the rack. The spots between are difficult to 
use with limited distance between bike slots to lock 
up to and not as secure due to only a single tire being 
secured to the rack. This results in the total number of 
bicycle parking spaces the rack was designed for not 
being met and those bikes locked up not as secure. 
These concerns are magnified for e-bike users due to 
the larger size of the bike.

The city should also encourage new and existing 
developments to provide secure bike parking and 
amenities. The Development Code should require 
bike parking with new construction and a requirement 
or create an incentive such as vehicular parking 
amenity credit for covered, secure, easily accessible 
bike rooms in multifamily developments and office 
buildings. Additionally, the city should explore options 
for incentivizing existing developments to add secure 
bike parking, such as a grant program. The city could 
work with existing businesses to provide bike parking 
by sharing the cost and promoting the League of 
American Cyclists Bicycle Friendly Business program.

FIGURE 38: BICYCLE PARKING OUTSIDE OF SCHOOLS CAN BE ESPECIALLY IMPORTANT

OBJECT IVE   M2
Encourage new and existing developments 
to provide secure bike parking and amenities 
through requirements and incentives.

OBJECT IVE   M1
Prioritize installation of bike and 
micromobility parking and secure storage 
in key destinations downtown, outside of 
city properties, and near major transit hubs, 
parks, schools, employment centers, and 
shopping areas.
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STREET FURNITURE 

The buffer/amenity zone described alongside the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Types is an area that 
separates trails and sidewalks from travel lanes. These 
buffers should include both horizontal and vertical 
separation. Wider buffers provide distance from 
moving traffic, but also create a valuable space to park 
micromobility devices like scooters and bikes, to rest, 
to wait for the bus, and more.

Some buffer/amenity zones may be landscaped 
with native grasses, shrubs, and trees. Hardscaped 
buffers however, offer the opportunity to install street 
furniture like benches, streetlamps, bus stops, bike 
parking, waste receptacles, fountains, public art, and 
more. Each of these present amenities to people 
walking, of all ages and abilities. Benches cater to 
people waiting for the bus, as well as older adults 
and small children, who may need to take more 
breaks. Pedestrian lighting, discussed below, create 
a sense of safety on a street at night. Each amenity 
listed creates a more pleasant and comfortable 
environment, making it more attractive to walk.

Along trails, amenities like shade, water fountains, 
seating, and ADA accessible restrooms support 
recreation and active transportation.

FIGURE 39: BENCHES, BIKE RACKS, WASTE RECEPTACLES, AND SIGNAGE CREATE A PLEASANT SPOT

OBJECT IVE   M3
When upgrading bicycle and/or pedestrian 
facilities on a corridor, design high-quality 
landscaped or hardscaped buffers with street 
furniture and pedestrian amenities.

OBJECT IVE   M4
Grand Junction’s streets shall be designed 
as public amenities and include aesthetic 
elements such as street trees, landscaping, 
pedestrian lighting, street furniture, and 
wayfinding signage wherever possible.
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PEDESTRIAN-SCALE LIGHTING

Comments received from the public engagement 
process included the need to provide safety for 
nighttime users. Lighting plays an important role in 
establishing a safe and inviting environment for people 
to walk and bike. Many are likely familiar with Main 
Street environments that create an appealing place to 
walk at all times of day, with lampposts and cheerful 
string lights that continue to draw visitors to shops and 
restaurants throughout the evening. The opposite is 
also true. Dark, unlit corridors, regardless of whether 
they are a local street or a major arterial, feel uninviting 
and unsafe to the average person. 

For those already unsure about walking or biking, 
especially vulnerable users like mothers with children 

FIGURE 40: EXAMPLES OF PEDESTRIAN LIGHTING IN GRAND JUNCTION

or older adults, knowing that they will have to return 
home at night in the dark is likely to discourage 
choosing to walk or bike. Installing lighting of the 
appropriate scale and spacing can improve ambiance 
dramatically and increase one’s sense of safety and 
“being seen” at night.

When updating pedestrian and bike facilities on a 
corridor, the city should concurrently plan for the 
upgrade of lighting in the project area. Lighting 
considerations include:

Scale and Aesthetics: The dimensions of streetlights 
should be scaled to the width and characteristics 
of the street. Smaller lampposts between 25 and 
30 feet should be chosen for local and collector 
roads to support street character and walkability of 
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neighborhoods and local commercial districts. Taller 
poles of 30 feet or more are appropriate for wider 
arterial streets and highways. Other attractive types 
of lighting beyond lampposts can support illumination 
of the public realm, such as string lights, storefront 
lighting, lit signs, etc.

Spacing: Spacing between streetlights should be 
roughly 2.5 to 3 times the height of the pole. Density 
along a corridor and traffic speeds also affect ideal 
spacing. Lighting will be less frequent in rural areas, but 
alongside new development, lighting frequency should 
increase. Light cones are roughly the same diameter 
as the height of the fixture, which will influence the 
maximum distance between streetlights to avoid dark 
areas.

Light Pollution and Energy Efficiency: “Dark 
sky friendly” lighting fixtures focus lighting directly 
downward onto the street to minimize flare and light 
pollution, while maximizing useful light. Shielded and 
cut-off fixtures with energy-efficient LED light bulbs 
are more cost-effective and reduce light pollution 
by directing light toward the ground. Solar powered 
fixtures should be installed when possible to take 
advantage of Grand Junction’s climate. 

For more information, the city can refer to lighting 
design guidance in the Global Designing Cities 
Initiative’s Global Street Design Guide.

WAYFINDING & SIGNAGE

Signage is a practical component of a community’s 
transportation system, directing users to key 
destinations. However, it also offers an opportunity for 
the city to create a sense of place and cohesive, artistic 
system for orienting visitors and bringing people into 
the downtown core and commercial districts to explore 
shops and restaurants. In this way, wayfinding can 
simultaneously act as an economic development driver 
and unite transportation and land use. 

Signage should indicate where to find key destinations, 
such as shopping and dining, the town hall and post 
office, trailheads, the nearest bus stop, and more. 
Thoughtful design and placement of this signage 
can help visitors and residents orient themselves 
downtown and easily locate key destinations. Figure 
41 shows how simple this kind of signage can be, while 
remaining aesthetically pleasing. The pedestrian scale 
of this signage caters to people walking downtown 
and in commercial districts, but it can also be read by 
those on a bike or in a car. Signage at range of scales, 
including gateways, directional signs, street banners, 
pavement markings, map kiosks, and bikeway signage 
can assist all types of travelers with navigation.

OBJECT IVE   M5
When upgrading bicycle and/or pedestrian 
facilities on a corridor, concurrently plan for 
the upgrade of lighting in the project area.

FIGURE 41: EXAMPLE OF WAYFINDING SIGNAGE

OBJECT IVE   S4
Conduct a lighting needs assessment for 
each active transportation corridor - as a first 
step in identifying lighting needs for safety 
improvements.
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OBJECT IVE   M6
Initiate a comprehensive wayfinding and 
signage study to create a consistent strategy 
for connecting people walking, biking, 
and driving to downtown and other key 
destinations.

Wayfinding systems should also include estimated 
walking time to each destination listed to further 
highlight ease of pedestrian access.

As recommended in the Vibrant Together downtown 
plan, Grand Junction should initiate a comprehensive 
wayfinding and signage study to create a consistent 
strategy for connecting people walking, biking, and 
driving to downtown and other key destinations.

The Steering Committee was particularly concerned 
with signage on the Riverfront Trail and suggested two 
major changes in that specific area – first, striping a 
centerline on the trail starting on the east end of Las 
Colonias Park and continuing to the west through 
the high use area of the trail; and second, installing 
signage on trail etiquette along the Riverfront Trail. The 
centerline is recommended to highlight two-way traffic 
on the trail, maintain space for passing, and reduce 
safety conflicts. Trail etiquette signage is intended to 
communicate responsibilities of trail users to keep to 
the right, leash dogs, respect proper cycling speeds, 
pay attention at high traffic intersections, etc.

SHARED MICROMOBILITY

In 2022, the City released a Referral for Proposals to 
solicit shared micromobility (e.g., bike and scooter 
share) to evaluate the effectiveness of this mode of 
transportation on first- and last-mile connections and 
modal shifts. The 18-month pilot study is slated to start 
2023. 

Scooters and bike share have been successfully 
deployed in several Front Range communities including 
Fort Collins, Boulder, Colorado Springs, Denver, and 
Longmont. Sharing services are most successful 
and financially sustainable where there is a higher 
density of land uses, since people can travel shorter 
distances to reach destinations, the ideal trip type for 
micromobility to support. 

Shared micromobility has numerous benefits, including 
flexible travel options, better first- and last-mile 
connections to transit, and replacement of vehicle trips.

The city will use geofencing and micromobility corrals 
and will eventually explore a docked system to keep 
walkways clear for pedestrians and people using 
wheelchairs and other mobility devices, while also 
reducing visual clutter along the sidewalk. 

Bikeway and trail signage is especially important 
to help people walking, rolling and biking reach 
major destinations and landmarks. In partnership 
with the Urban Trails Committee, in 2020 the city 
installed 300 wayfinding signs to guide cyclists 
throughout the community. As the city continues to 
build out bike facilities and new trails over time, they 
should incorporate additional signs with the same 
wayfinding standards at decision points – typically 
at the intersection of two or more bicycle facilities 
and at other key locations along bicycle routes. 

Signage should be regularly refreshed or replaced 
as it becomes damaged, faded, or out of date. 
Over time, outdated signage should also be 
replaced with new, updated information. Signs 
may be directional and related to routing users 
to key destinations, mile markers to help users 
self-locate, or pertaining to trail etiquette.

OBJECT IVE   M7
As the city continues to build out bike 
facilities and new trails over time, incorporate 
additional signs with the same wayfinding 
standards at decision points.

OBJECT IVE   M8
Improve signage on the Riverfront Trail.
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The city will build and encourage development 
to provide additional bike parking. Should the 
micromobility pilot be successful, property owners may 
choose to provide device parking, in coordination with 
micromobility vendors. 

The street standards could be updated to include a 
buffer/amenity zone in new sidewalks in core areas of 
the city which could be used for micromobility parking 
safely outside of the sidewalk.

Safe Routes to School (SRTS)

Safe Routes to School (SRTS) programs are designed 
to make it safer for students to walk and bike to 
school, and thus encourage more walking and biking. 
Beyond supporting safety, SRTS programs can reduce 
traffic congestion, provide environmental benefits, 
and improve health outcomes by promoting habits of 
walking and biking that may influence travel decisions 
later in life.

The city of Grand Junction dedicates a portion of 
the federal Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) distribution it receives each year to the city’s 
Safe Routes to School Program. Since 2016, the 
city has invested more than $700,000 in walking and 
biking infrastructure improvements around schools, 
including new sidewalks, crosswalks, traffic calming, 
and accessibility projects. The Mesa County Regional 
Transportation Planning Office (RTPO) has a separate 
program that conducted STRS assessments of 12 
elementary schools and 8 middle schools in School 
District 51.

The city of Grand Junction can bolster their Safe 
Routes to School program by incorporating all 
elements of a successful SRTS program: the “six Es.” 
The six Es represent an integrated and comprehensive 
approach to making streets healthier and safer for 
everyone, regardless of their destination or travel 
mode. The following section describes each of the six 
Es and related initiatives.

Education – Providing students and the 
community with the skills to walk and bicycle 
safely, educating them about benefits of walking 
and bicycling, and teaching them about the 
broad range of transportation choices. 

•	 Schools can launch advertising campaigns 
to promote travel to school by means other 
than driving.

•	 Public education can include information 
distributed to students about travel options, 
including safe walking and biking routes, transit 
services, and carpools.

Encouragement – Generating enthusiasm and 
increased walking and bicycling for students through 
events, activities, and programs. 

•	 Walk Pools/Walking School Bus: Organized walking 
groups for children, chaperoned by an adult, that 
encourage students to walk together to school.

•	 Bike Bus: Organized bike rides to school 
chaperoned by an adult(s), that provide a fun 
morning experience and safety in numbers.

•	 Walk, Roll, and Bike to School Day: Event that 
encourages participation and educates students 
on the benefits and ways to walk and bike to school 
comfortably and safely.

•	 Partner with local organizations to lead/help with 
SRTS programs.

•	 Engage parents as volunteer crossing guards and 
walk/bike bus leaders.

•	 Create a yard sign program.

OBJECT IVE   M9
Close the gaps on first-and-last mile 
connections through the deployment of 
shared micromobility devices (e-scooters, 
e-bikes, etc.) and utilize geofencing and 
parking corrals to accommodate device 
parking in high-traffic areas.

OBJECT IVE   S5
Bolster the existing Safe Routes to School 
program by incorporating new elements 
of the six Es.
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Engineering – Creating physical improvements 
to streets and neighborhoods that make walking 
and bicycling safer, more comfortable, and more 
convenient. 

•	 High quality sidewalks and crosswalks near 
schools: Refer to the recommended facility types 
and alignments in this plan – proximity to schools 
and crash history were both factors used in project 
identification and prioritization, with projects close 
to schools and near crash hot spots considered 
higher priority.

•	 High visibility signage and markings in school 
zones.

•	 Designated curb space outside schools for pick-up 
and drop-off zones.

Traffic calming in neighborhoods around schools like 
curb extensions, pedestrian refuge islands, etc. 
(Figure 42).

Enforcement – Deterring unsafe traffic behaviors and 
encouraging safe habits by people walking, bicycling 
and driving in school neighborhoods and along school 
routes. 

•	 The city can work with schools to identify if 
there are particular behaviors that cause safety 
issues that could be alleviated through a form 
of enforcement of better practices, and how to 
generally enhance awareness of school zones 
where children may be present.

•	 Crossing guards/police enforcement during peak 
travel times.

•	 Reduce school zone speed limits.

Evaluation – Assessing which approaches are more or 
less successful, ensuring that programs and initiatives 
are supporting equitable outcomes, and identifying 
unintended consequences or opportunities to improve 
the effectiveness of each approach. 

•	 Maintain an open forum to collect parent, teacher, 
staff, and student concerns.

•	 Conduct surveys on travel behavior to and from 
school and barriers to walking and biking.

•	 Evaluate barriers in the built environment to 
walking and biking near school properties.

•	 Conduct safety audits at pick-up and drop-off times 
to identify safety issues.

•	 Expand successful programs.

Equity – Ensuring that Safe Routes to School initiatives 
are benefiting all demographic groups, with particular 
attention to ensuring safe, healthy, and fair outcomes 
for low-income students, students of color, students of 
all genders, students with disabilities, and others. 

•	 Ensure ADA access to school properties.

•	 Focus attention on schools in low-income 
neighborhoods/with many students of color.

FIGURE 42: EXAMPLE OF TRAFFIC CALMING NEAR SCHOOLS

Packet Page 122



81

Grand Junction uses CDBG funding for its SRTS 
program, but has not pursued SRTS funding 
through CDOT’s Transportation Block Grant 
due to “administrative challenges associated 
with the state program.” Almost all funding for 
SRTS is federal but distributed at the state level. 
There are a range of project types eligible for 
SRTS funding, including campaigns, educational 
initiatives, sidewalk and crossing repairs, and 
equipment pilot programs. It is recommended that 
the city consider expanding its SRTS program 
by diversifying funding sources to include CDOT 
funding in addition to dedicated CDBG funding.

The city is most likely to be successful for grants to 
implement infrastructure that improves bicycle and 
pedestrian safety by formalizing the SRTS program, 
including ongoing action items to collect data on travel 
behavior to and from schools. A well-organized and 
complete SRTS program will benefit transportation 
in Grand Junction by providing users with a range 
of transportation options and enhance the real and 
perceived safety of those options. 

When the focus of transportation planning and design 
is on the most vulnerable users, children walking 
and biking, the safety benefits reach everyone. 
Increased walking and biking provide environmental 
and health benefits to students, but also provides the 
transportation benefits of reduced traffic congestion 
and lower transportation costs for school districts and 
families. Safer streets, reduced congestion, and a 
greater share of trips occurring through walking and 
biking all support the vision of the plan. 

More information and resources on Safe Routes 
to School can be found through the Safe Routes 
to School National Partnership: https://www.
saferoutespartnership.org/. 

Community-wide Incentive Program

Through their Bicycle Friendly Community Designation, 
the League of American Cyclists encourages 
municipalities to develop a community-wide commute 
trip reduction (CTR) ordinance, incentive program, and/
or a Guaranteed Ride Home program to encourage and 
support bike commuters. 

Through this program, the city would work with large 
employers to implement a voluntary incentive program 
to support walking and biking to work. Incentives can 
include e-bike rebates, bike-themed events such as 
bike rodeos and Bike to Work Day, shwag such as bike 
lights and helmets, and gift certificates for those who 
bike to City events. Guaranteed Ride Home provides 
commuters who did not drive to work with alternative 
means home in case of an emergency.	OBJECT IVE   Q5

Consider expanding the SRTS program 
by diversifying funding sources to 
include CDOT funding in addition 
to dedicated CDBG funding. OBJECT IVE   M10

Develop a community-wide incentive 
program and work with large employers to 
implement a Guaranteed Ride Home program 
to encourage and support bike commuters. 
Incentives can include e-bike rebates, bike-
themed events such as bike rodeos and Bike 
to Work Day, shwag such as bike lights and 
helmets, and gift certificates for those who 
bike to City events. Guaranteed Ride Home 
provides commuters who did not drive to work 
with alternative means home in case of an 
emergency.	
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Education & Awareness

Numerous comments received during the public 
engagement process referred to the need for education 
and awareness to establish a more positive culture 
around walking and biking in Grand Junction. Residents 
noted that drivers are often unaware of cyclists in the 
roadway and don’t expect them. Many residents also 
have had negative experiences with drivers, ranging 
from distracted and dangerous driving to verbal and 
physical harassment, hostility, and aggression. 

Better driver education is needed to establish respect 
for people walking and biking and create a more 
“peaceful coexistence,” as one commenter wrote. 
City law enforcement should work with local driving 
schools to expand the curriculum on laws governing 
interactions with people walking, rolling, and biking, 
such as three-foot passing distance, permission for 
cyclists to occupy a full travel lane, requirements to 
stop for people in the crosswalk, window tinting laws; 
as well as the danger of running red lights and turning 
right on red during a walk cycle.

In a similar vein, several comments highlighted 
negative cyclist interactions with law enforcement 
in Grand Junction and the need to improve 
relations with people walking and biking. City staff 
should partner with law enforcement to increase 
enforcement of speeding and reckless driving in 
areas with high pedestrian volumes and/or safety 
issues and consider automated enforcement. The 
police department may also consider expanding 
their bike patrol unit to improve bicyclist/officer 
relations, and ensure that all law enforcement officers 
have basic training or experience with bicycling.

Beyond these measures, the city should pursue the 
following recommendations highlighted in the Bicycle 
Friendly Community Designation and the Walk Friendly 
Community Report Card:

•	 Educate staff on walking, walkability, and 
pedestrian safety.

•	 Encourage more local businesses, agencies, and 
organizations to promote cycling to their employees 
and customers and to seek recognition as a Bicycle 
Friendly Business.

•	 Host a League Cycling Instructor (LCI) seminar to 
increase the number of local LCIs.

•	 Expand the audience for educational programs to 
include high school students, college students, and 
new drivers.

•	 City staff can take the lead on these 
actions, along with many of the other 
programs and policies in this plan.

OBJECT IVE   S6
Work with local driving schools to expand the 
curriculum on laws governing interactions 
with people walking, rolling, and biking.

OBJECT IVE   M11
Establish a more positive culture around 
walking and biking in Grand Junction by 
creating staff position(s) to assist in public 
education, promoting the Bicycle Friendly 
Business program, and/or hosting an LCI 
seminar.

OBJECT IVE   S7
Partner with law enforcement to increase 
enforcement of speeding and reckless driving 
in areas with high pedestrian volumes and/
or safety issues and consider automated 
enforcement. Consider expanding the police 
bike patrol unit.
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Policies
One of the most tangible and cost-effective ways 
to improve the bicycle and pedestrian environment 
in Grand Junction will be to implement effective 
policies. Policies can be used by city departments 
as they perform street construction projects and 
routine maintenance. The policies can also be used 
to guide the private sector in new development or 
redevelopment projects. Adopting policy(ies) may 
assist in ensuring projects incorporate the city’s goals 
for the bicycle and pedestrian environment and create 
a consistent experience for users.

Based on the existing conditions analysis and in 
collaboration with the Steering Committee, the 
following set of actionable policies are recommended 
to support buildout and use of the future bicycle and 
pedestrian network. 

Access Management

Access management is an important strategy to 
mitigate curb cut frequency and conflicts between 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and turning vehicles. The TEDS 
Manual states that access should be provided on the 
lower street classification when a property is adjacent 
to multiple streets. Additionally, the North Avenue 
Zoning Overlay provides access management guidance 
to limit curb cuts specifically along North Avenue. 

The city should consider expanding this type of policy 
to Active Transportation Corridors and corridors 
identified on the Active Transportation High Injury 
Network (Figure 14, Appendix A) to mitigate conflict 
points between vehicles and pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Potential access management strategies typically 
include redirecting access to side-streets and alleys, 
consolidating driveways among single and adjacent 
property owners, and adding medians.

Vision Zero

Through their Bicycle Friendly Community designation, 
the League of American Bicyclists encourages 
municipalities to adopt a comprehensive road safety 
plan or a Vision Zero policy. It is increasingly common 
for municipalities around the country to adopt Vision 
Zero policies and programs. 

These Vision Zero policies and programs consist of 
communities committing to eliminating traffic crashes 
that result in fatalities or serious injuries by providing 
safety training, implementing engineering solutions 
that are proven to slow vehicle speeds while reducing 
conflicts with other roadway users, and forming 
multidisciplinary initiatives for implementing safety 
programming. 

Grand Junction can join Colorado’s statewide program 
– Moving Towards Zero Deaths – as a first step in 
solidifying a citywide commitment to supporting 
multimodal travel through ensuring all trips in the 
community are as safe as possible.

OBJECT IVE   S8
Improve the North Avenue access 
management policy in alignment with national 
best practices and consider expanding to 
all the Active Transportation “High Injury 
Network” Corridors. 

OBJECT IVE   S9
Join the statewide program – Moving Towards 
Zero Deaths – as a first step in solidifying 
a citywide commitment to supporting 
multimodal travel through ensuring all trips in 
the community are as safe as possible.
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Construction Zones

Pedestrian and bicycle accommodation in work zones 
is already a federal standard defined in the Manual 
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, and the city 
currently has a work zone policy consistent with federal 
standards. 

The city should strengthen compliance with the work 
zone policy that requires developers and construction 
companies to reroute sidewalks and bicycle facilities 
that are impacted by construction, similar to the way 
that they must currently continue to facilitate roadway 
access for people driving. 

This means accommodating people walking and biking 
with a temporary walkway and bikeway adjacent to the 
work zone (Figure 43), or at minimum signing alternate 

OBJECT IVE   C2
Strengthen enforcement and compliance of 
the existing construction zones policy that 
requires developers/construction companies 
to provide sidewalks and bicycle facilities 
during construction.

FIGURE 43: EXAMPLE OF COVERED WALKWAY AT CONSTRUCTION SITE

detour routes on either end of the construction zone. 
The city could consider more active enforcement 
of current work zone policy along the Active 
Transportation Corridors.
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Constructing Active Transportation 
Facilities

Consistent with current Municipal Code, when an 
Active Transportation Corridor (ATC) is shown as part 
of a Collector or Arterial street, the city should continue 
to plan for and construct the facility. If an ATC is along 
a local street within a development, a developer should 
continue to construct deficient or missing facilities, 
unless other funding sources are secured. The city 
should continue its current policy for new development 
to construct an ATC within or adjacent to the site, 
unless other funding sources are secured. Additionally, 
bicycle parking should be provided at commercial and 
multifamily residential locations.

Building a Connected Network

Public input and an analysis of the existing 
transportation network highlighted the lack of 
connectivity between many neighborhoods in Grand 
Junction due to the curvilinear street network, 
especially for people walking or bicycling. 

The city’s existing Subdivision Standards already 
require connectivity to “Promote pedestrian uses, 
bicycling, and transportation modes other than private 
automobile.” This connectivity standard should remain, 
as creating a connection between two otherwise 
unconnected streets/neighborhoods can greatly 
decrease the trip lengths for people walking, rolling, 
and bicycling, as conveyed in Figure 44. 

In established neighborhoods, these connections can 
be created by finding existing easements or right-of-
way or by acquiring new right-of-way or easements if 
none currently exists. 

The City’s current maximum block length of 1200 linear 
feet is established in the Transportation Engineering 
Design Standards (TEDS) for vehicular access. 
The City should consider pedestrian and bicycle 
connections at an interval closer to 600 feet, which is 
the distance data indicates is a more comfortable block 
length for pedestrians to navigate. A “Connectivity 
Index” could also be used.

OBJECT IVE   Q6
Continue the current policy where planned 
Active Transportation Corridors that run 
through or adjacent to a site be constructed as 
part of the development.

OBJECT IVE   C3
Require new developments to provide or 
set aside space for pedestrian and bicycle 
connections within the local street network of 
new developments and to adjacent streets in 
situations where there is a lack of connectivity 
in the roadway network.

OBJECT IVE   C4
Connectivity can be defined by a 
“connectivity index,” the ratio of pedestrian 
and bicycle connections to blocks (or 
intersections). Consider reducing the 
maximum distance between pedestrian and 
bicycle connections to be less than the 
existing maximum block length for vehicular 
access of 1200 linear feet.
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Parking Policy

Encouraging developments to right-size off-
street parking increases the walkability of an area 
by increasing density, activating the pedestrian 
experience, prioritizing pedestrian infrastructure, and 
reallocating space for people instead of vehicles. The 
city’s Municipal Code (21.06.050) currently identifies 
parking minimums for different land uses. Reducing or, 
in some cases, relieving all parking requirements is a 
strategy which may better align with the community’s 
goals of mobility and affordability, as well as reduce one 
of the highest costs associated with new development. 
Other parking strategies that warrant further study 
include:

•	 Fee-in-lieu: Fee-in-lieu allows a developer the 
choice to pay a fee into a municipal fund instead 
of providing on-site parking spaces required per 
Municipal Code. This policy is especially effective 
for small parcels where redevelopment may be less 
viable due to parking requirements. This fee can 
assist in financing public parking spaces or/and 
fund other transportation demand management 
and multimodal investments that will help to reduce 
single occupancy vehicle use.

•	 Paid and time restricted parking: 
Paid and time restricted parking is a 
management approach to shift behaviors 
and encourages more walking and biking. 

OBJECT IVE   M13
Revise the parking minimum standards for 
different land uses to better align with the 
community’s goals; reducing development 
costs associated with excessive parking to 
allow for innovations, flexibility, and greater 
affordability.

OBJECT IVE   M12
Explore incentives-based Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) measures, 
into which major developments could opt, 
to provide support for walking and biking. 
These could include constructing Active 
Transportation Corridors, bike facilities, 
showers, car share, or other support for bike 
commuters.

Applying Transportation Demand 
Management

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures 
are strategies typically designed to facilitate the 
use of alternate transportation modes to decrease 
demand on the roadway system by single occupant 
vehicles. The city should explore incentives-based 
measures, such as updating its Transportation Impact 
Study guidelines (Chapter 29.08.200 of the Municipal 
Code) to encourage TDM strategies, into which major 
developments could opt, specifically to support walking 
and biking. These could include constructing Active 
Transportation Corridors, bike facilities, showers, car 
share, or other support for bike commuters. Incentive-
based measures may weigh some TDM measures over 
others.
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FIGURE 44: CONCEPTUAL DISPLAY OF INCREASE IN CONNECTIVITY WITH BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN CUT-THRU
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IMPLEMENTATION
& PRIORITIZATION

CHAPTER 7.

This section will guide the city’s buildout of the 
future pedestrian and bicycle network through 
the following five elements: 

1.	 Implement the City’s Complete Streets 
Policy to improvements that are planned, 
designed, constructed, operated, and 
maintained to support safe, efficient and 
convenient mobility to all road users. 

2.	 Performance measures to allow the 
community to track the plan’s progress 
toward achieving the vision and goals 
set out in this plan. 

3.	 Project prioritization to define the highest 
priority bicycle and pedestrian projects. 

4.	 Incorporating implementation into routine 
city procedures for data maintenance and 
implementation of projects. 

5.	 Federal, state, regional, and local 
funding opportunities. 
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Equitable
Design and operate the communities’ streets and right-of-way to 
reasonably enable convenient access and travel for people walking and 
biking of all ages, abilities, and income levels and prioritize improvements 
that benefit vulnerable users and underserved areas.

•	 Metric: Miles of bike lanes and sidewalks installed 
or upgraded in low-income areas (those below the 
median household income in Grand Junction). 

•	 Metric: Number of crossings implemented or 
upgraded to achieve ADA compliance. 

Safe
Improve perceived and real safety by reducing the level 
of traffic stress (LTS) and reducing bicycle and pedestrian 
involved crashes. Invest and implement countermeasures at 
and along segments of the Active Transportation High Injury 
Network where there are known safety challenges.

•	 Metric: Number of miles of Active Transportation Corridors 
that score an LTS 1 or 2. 

•	 Metric: Total bicycle and pedestrian crashes.

Connected
Provide convenient access to Community Attractions and reduce the need 
for out of direction travel. Increase the number of direct and low-stress 
connections to key destinations within the city.

•	 Metric: Number of key destinations (schools, childcare facilities, 
healthcare facilities, grocery stores, shopping centers, parks & 
recreation centers, libraries & public buildings, trailheads, and bus 
stops) within a quarter mile of a low-stress bike facility.

•	 Metric: Miles of missing sidewalks within a half mile of key destinations 
(schools, childcare facilities, healthcare facilities, grocery stores, 
shopping centers, parks & recreation centers, libraries & public 
buildings, trailheads, and bus stops).

This section outlines 
specific performance 
measures to track 
progress over time 
toward and provide 
a quantitative way 
to ensure that the 
city moves towards 
its defined goals.

Tracking performance measures 
will provide accountability and 
transparency to the community 
and provide valuable information 
to the city as to whether the 
implementation strategy 
should be adjusted over time. 
It is recommended that city 
staff collect data annually and 
publish findings through a 
report, dashboard, and/or via the 
city website. The performance 
measures are organized by each 
goal.

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

89
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Multimodal Community
Implement infrastructure and programs that make walking and biking 
accessible to people of all ages and abilities throughout the city, with a 
focus in areas of highest need, such as serving low-income areas.

•	 Metric: Miles of bike lanes and sidewalks installed 
or upgraded in low-income areas (those below the 
median household income in Grand Junction). 

•	 Metric: Number of crossings implemented or 
upgraded to achieve ADA compliance. 

Quality

Invest in high-quality facilities that minimize the level of traffic stress 
experienced by travelers using the corridor and are well-maintained.

•	 Metric: Amount of funding dedicated annually for active 
transportation improvements that supports facility maintenance 
and the installation of new capital projects each year.
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Project Prioritization
Prioritization Factors

The prioritization factors in Table 6 were developed 
based on input from the public, Steering Committee, 
and city staff reflecting the community’s priorities. 
These inputs were used to prioritize proposed bicycle 
and sidewalk projects into three tiers: low, medium, 
and high priority. For more information on the project 
prioritization methodology, refer to Appendix B. 

Factor Equitable Safe Connected
Multimodal 
Community

Quality

Located in low-income neighborhoods

Provides access for low-income residents

Provides access across barriers

Access to bus stops

Frequent & severe crash locations

Has low lighting

Active Transportation Corridors

Access to parks & recreation centers

Access to libraries & public buildings

Access to social services

Access to schools

Access to childcare facilities

Access to healthcare facilities

Access to grocery stores & shopping centers

Access to trailheads

TABLE 6: PRIORITIZATION FACTORS AND RELATED GOALS

Priorities may be amended in the future as land uses 
change and new growth occurs that may increase (or 
decrease) the priority for new connections.
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Prioritized Pedestrian Corridors

A pedestrian prioritization analysis was conducted 
for all roadways, regardless of whether sidewalks 
already exist, based on the criteria in Table 6 and 
according to the methodology in Appendix B. 

This prioritization resulted in two maps – first, 
of the highest priority missing sidewalks to 
complete (Figure 46), and second, of the 
highest priority existing sidewalks to upgrade 
or rehabilitate to meet ADA requirements and 
standards defined in this plan (Figure 47). 

priority in Figure 46 followed by all collector streets 
with missing sidewalks that are high priority, and so on.
In addition to the designated tier, decision makers 
should also consider the following factors that may shift 
when a sidewalk is completed, regardless of its tier:  

•	 Is it part of a city street reconstruction project and 
designed under the City’s Complete Streets Policy?

•	 Is there new development and/or a property 
owner willing to fund sidewalk enhancements 
adjacent to the sidewalk location? 

•	 How/when does this location tie into the 
street paving/rehabilitation schedule? 

•	 Is the existing condition of the 
sidewalk posing a safety risk?

•	 Is there a funding source available such 
as a Safe Routes to School grant? 

•	 Could partnerships be formed with local 
entities to perform upgrades?

As shown in Figure 45, the City should first complete 
missing sidewalks shown in Figure 46, then perform 
priority sidewalk retrofits shown in Figure 47 as 
needed. It should be noted that due to data availability, 
Figure 47 shows all existing sidewalks, irrespective of 
sidewalk quality and buffer width. Following completion 
of sidewalk gaps, the city will need to determine which 
existing sidewalks are deficient. Within each of the 
six categories in Figure 45, the city should review 
and prioritize specific locations for gap completion or 
rehabilitation annually and on a case-by-case basis. 
It is also acknowledged that streets with higher speeds 
and volumes are in greater need of sidewalks to 
separate pedestrians from traffic. Thus, for each priority 
tier (high, medium, low), the city should additionally 
prioritize projects based on street classification starting 
with arterial streets, followed by collector streets, 
followed by local streets before moving on to streets 
in the next priority tier. Using this strategy, the city 
would first complete the sidewalk network on all arterial 
streets with missing sidewalks that are shown as high 

FIGURE 45: ORDER IN WHICH TO PRIORITIZE 
SIDEWALK PROJECTS

OBJECT IVE   E2
Prioritize locations for sidewalk gap 
completion or rehabilitation according 
to the strategy outlined in the Prioritized 
Pedestrian Network section.
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FIGURE 46: MISSING 
SIDEWALK PROJECT 
PRIORITIZATION
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FIGURE 47: SIDEWALK 
RETROFIT PROJECT 
PRIORITIZATION
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Note: not all streets shown in this map will 
require a sidewalk retrofit. The city will evaluate 
each street shown in this map to determine the 
locations do not meet the standards in this plan 
and thus will require a retrofit.
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Prioritized Bicycle Network Corridors

Figure 48 illustrates the prioritization of the planned 
bicycle corridors in Grand Junction based on the 
criteria in Table 6 and methodology in Appendix B. 

The maps and tables by neighborhood in the Bicycle 
Network Plan chapter detail High, Medium, and Low 
Priority bike projects shown in Figure 19 and Figure 
48. The city will prioritize implementing the highest 
priority bicycle corridors first. While the city will use 
this prioritization to allocate fundings specifically for 
bicycle improvements, it is possible that opportunities 
will arise to implement low priority and medium priority 
projects sooner as part of new street construction or 
reconstructions projects or other opportunities. In these 
situations, bicycle facilities should be implemented on 
these corridors as defined in the Bike Network Plan.

OBJECT IVE   E3
Prioritize bike project locations according to 
the tiers established in the Prioritized Bicycle 
Network Map.
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FIGURE 48: 
BIKE PROJECT 
PRIORITIZATION
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Funding Opportunities
As additional funding becomes available, the city can 
allocate new funding resources towards implementing 
currently unfunded projects. The funding landscape 
is competitive and often requires city departments 
to enter the planning phase thinking about grant 
requirements that will set the city up for success in 
being awarded grants. A critical step in obtaining 
external grants is having the project priorities identified 
in the adopted Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. 

Many of the projects in this plan could be funded by 
grants. It will be critical to have the projects planned, 
designed and “shovel ready” so that the funding can 
be used for implementation. In most cases, the list 
of external funding sources requires local matching 
funds. Many grants will also require the city to report 
on safety, equity, and sustainability performance 
measures—another reason to implement the data 
collection effort described in the prioritization section. 
Funding sources will continue to change between 2023 
and 2050, but this section identifies grant and funding 
streams available as of January 2023. 

This section identifies potential funding sources 
that supplement existing funding streams in Grand 
Junction. The descriptions provided for grant 
opportunities come from federal, state, and regional 
sources. 

OBJECT IVE   Q7
Explore and pursue funding opportunities to 
support continual capital construction and 
maintenance of the projects listed in this plan.

Federal 

Federal Highway Safety Improvement Program 
(HSIP): Eligible projects in this category include 
improvements or corrections to safety issues on 
any local or regional public roads and trails or 
paths. Funded activities must be consistent with 
Colorado’s Strategic Highway Safety Plan. Projects 
are selected competitively through CDOT.

USDOT Rebuilding American Infrastructure with 
Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) (formerly BUILD 
and TIGER): Since 2009, USDOT has distributed 
grants for planning and capital investments in 
surface transportation infrastructure. Grants are 
awarded on a competitive basis for projects that 
will have a significant local or regional impact. 
RAISE funding can support roads, bridges, 
transit, rail, ports, or intermodal transportation. 

FTA (Federal Transit Administration) §5307 
Urbanized Area Formula Program: This program 
makes federal resources available to urbanized areas 
for transit capital and operating assistance. Urbanized 
areas are those areas with a population of 50,000 or 
more as designated by the U.S. Census Bureau.

Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA): 
The FAST (Fixing America’s Surface Transportation) 
Act established the Nationally Significant Freight 
and Highway Projects (NSFHP) program to provide 
financial assistance—competitive grants, known as 
INFRA grants, or credit assistance—to nationally and 
regionally significant freight and highway projects 
that align with the program goals to improve safety, 
efficiency and reliability of freight; improve global 
competitiveness; reduce highway congestion; improve 
connectivity; and address growing demand for freight. 

State 

CDOT Funding Advancements for Surface 
Transportation and Economic Recovery Act 
(FASTER): This category includes safety-related 
projects, such as: asset management, transportation 
operations, intersection and interchange 
improvements, and shoulder and safety-related 
widening, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Projects 
are advanced by local governments and selected 
based on priority and data within each CDOT Region.

Safe Routes to School (SRTS): This program 
was formed to: Enable and encourage children to 
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walk and bike to school; make walking and biking 
safer and more appealing; facilitate planning, 
development, and implementation of projects that 
improve safety, and reduce traffic, fuel consumption, 
and air pollution around schools. There is no longer 
dedicated federal SRTS funding, but the Colorado 
SRTS program has been continued with state funding 
and a local agency match requirement. This is a 
competitive program where projects are screened 
by a statewide selection advisory committee. 

Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO): Funding 
from the Colorado Lottery is awarded to a variety 
of project types, including trail projects, across 
the state by the GOCO Board. GOCO Board 
members are appointed by the Governor and 
confirmed by the Colorado State Senate. 

Regional Priorities Program (RPP): The goal of 
this program is to implement regionally significant 
projects identified through the transportation planning 
process. These funds are flexible in use and are 
allocated to the regions by the Colorado Transportation 
Commission on an annual basis. The allocations 
are based on regional population, CDOT on-system 
lane miles, and CDOT on-system truck VMT. 

Highway Users Tax Fund (HUTF): Revenues 
generated from the Road Safety Surcharge, 
Oversize Overweight Surcharge, Rental Car 
Surcharges, and late vehicle registration fees are 
credited to the Highway Users Tax Fund (HUTF) and 
distributed per statute to the Colorado Department 
of Transportation, counties, and municipalities.

Revitalizing Main Streets: Revitalizing Main 
Streets grant program, run by CDOT as a part of 
Colorado’s COVID-19 Recovery Plan, enhances active 
transportation safety and strengthens the connection of 
people to main streets and central economic hubs. The 
program encourages physical activity and enhances 
local economic vitality in towns and cities across 
Colorado through funding infrastructure improvements 
to make walking and biking easy, yielding long-term 
benefits that bolster community connections.

Regional

Metropolitan Planning: Federal funds are 
allocated to the GVMPO to provide for a continuing, 
comprehensive, and cooperative (3C) transportation 
planning process in the region. In addition, CDOT 
estimates that the Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (GVMPO) should expect to receive 
approximately $168.7 million dollars in transportation 
funding between now and 2029 if CDOT continues 
to receive an additional $500 million per year 
statewide for six years ($3 billion total) above the 
base program amounts. These projects are identified 
in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

Multimodal Options Fund (MMOF): The 
legislation states that the Multimodal Options 
Fund should promote a “complete and integrated 
multimodal system” through objectives such as 
benefiting seniors, providing enhanced mobility 
for the disabled population, or providing safe 
routes to school. Local recipients are required to 
provide a match of project funding equal to the 
amount of the grant, with exemptions allowed. 

Local

Community input received during this planning process 
indicated interest in a dedicated local funding source. 
Continued community involvement in the budgeting 
process can support establishment of this source. 

Dedicated Sales Tax: Grand Junction currently has 
a $.75 sales tax that funds transportation projects. 

Grand Junction’s Downtown Partnership 
(DP): The DP consists of two special districts, 
the Downtown Development Authority (DDA) 
and the Business Improvement District (BID). 
These two groups have the ability to fund bicycle 
and pedestrian amenities and facilities.

The Horizon Drive District (HDD): The HDD — 
Gateway to Grand Junction® — is just off I-70 at 
Exit 31 and adjacent to the Grand Junction Regional 
Airport. This beautiful and convenient entrance to the 
core businesses, services, and tourism resources of 
Grand Junction, Colorado, exemplifies the mission 
of the business improvement district — to build 
community, enhance beauty, and advocate the 
economic vitality of the Horizon Drive District (HDD).

Other funding options that could be considered with 
further analysis include public-private partnerships 
and private foundations. Public-private partnerships 
could be agreements with large employers, businesses, 
or services that can fund transportation projects.
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Integrating 
Implementation 
with City Process
In addition to identifying a stable and reliable funding 
source to actively implement bicycle and pedestrian 
improvement processes the city can also integrate 
implementation with other standard procedures. 
This includes planning for pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities in all street projects and phases, including 
new construction, reconstruction, resurfacing, and 
maintenance. This means that the City approaches 
every transportation project and program as an 
opportunity to improve streets and the transportation 
network for all users, and work in coordination with 
other departments, agencies and jurisdictions.

A few recommended strategies for integrating 
implementation with other city procedures include:

Integrate Bicycle and Pedestrian Design in 
the TEDS Manual: The TEDS Manual provides 
standards for street design and was updated to 
reflect the bicycle and pedestrian design standards 
in this PBP. The TEDS Manual will be a key tool to 
implement pedestrian and bicycle improvements 
as part of future street construction projects.

Add Bike Detection During Signal Upgrades: The 
city periodically upgrades and replaces outdated 
traffic signals that have exceeded their useful 
life. When new actuated signals are installed (or 
upgraded) at locations where an existing or planned 
bicycle facility crosses the intersection bicycle 
detection should be added as standard practice.

Incorporate Active Transportation Improvements 
on Street Projects: Whenever a new street is 
constructed or an existing street is reconstructed 
sidewalk and bicycle facilities should be included 
as guided by this plan and in accordance with 
the standards in the TEDS Manual and supported 
by the City’s Complete Streets Policy. 

Maintain a Geodatabase of Active Transportation 
Infrastructure: Its recommended that the city 
maintain a geodatabase with all bicycle facilities and 
sidewalk locations, including widths, buffer widths, and 
hardscape versus softscape buffer that will be updated 
as improvements are made. This will make it easier 
for the city to track progress, evaluate conditions and 
network gaps, and identify and prioritize future projects.

OBJECT IVE   Q8
To the greatest extent practicable given 
budget constraints include pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities in all street projects 
and phases, including new construction, 
reconstruction, resurfacing, and maintenance.

OBJECT IVE   Q10
Implement bicycle and pedestrian 
improvement projects by integrating with 
other city standard procedures.

OBJECT IVE   Q9
Approach every transportation project 
and program as an opportunity to improve 
streets and the transportation network for all 
users, and work in coordination with other 
departments, agencies and jurisdictions.
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Glossary  
Accessibility: The ability of a 
facility, product, or service to be 
used by people with disabilities

Active transportation: Self-
propelled, human-powered 
transportation modes like 
walking or biking

Arterial: A higher capacity roadway 
that delivers traffic from collectors to 
freeways and through urban settings

Bicycle facilities: Amenities 
created to accommodate 
people bicycling; these include 
bicycle routes, bicycle lanes, 
and shared use paths

Bicycle routes: Streets with 
low motorized traffic volumes 
and speeds that use signs and 
pavement markings to create 
comfortable streets for bicyclists to 
share the road with people driving

Collector: A lower to moderate 
capacity roadway that serves 
to connect local street traffic 
with arterial roadways

Comfortable: Accommodating of 
and safe for users of all abilities 

Complete streets: Streets that are 
designed to allow for convenient 
and comfortable travel by users 
of all transportation modes

Connectivity: The density of 
the path or road network and 
the directness of those links 
to provide travel access with 
minimal out of direction travel

First-last mile: The challenge 
of connecting passengers 
between their origin and a transit 
stop and between a transit 
stop and their destination

Grade separation: Separation 
of facilities by elevation, such as 
a cycletrack a few inches above 

the roadway, or a pedestrian 
overpass or underpass

High Injury Network (HIN): 
The set of roadway segments 
that have the highest number 
of fatal and severe crashes

Infrastructure: Improvements 
that take up many forms providing 
amenities to the public

Level of Traffic Stress (LTS): An 
approach that quantifies the level 
of comfort felt by people walking 
or biking based on factors such as 
the speed and volumes of adjacent 
vehicular traffic and presence of 
bicycle or pedestrian facilities

Micromobility: Bikes, scooters, 
skateboards, and other lightweight 
transportation options; both 
electric and non-electric

Mode share: Share of people 
that travel by vehicle, transit, 
biking, walking, etc.

Multimodal: A transportation 
system that provides safe and 
convenient options for getting 
around by all transportation 
options, including walking, 
biking, transit, and driving

Pedestrian network: All 
of the components that 
comprise the facilities used by 
pedestrians, including sidewalks, 
mid-block and signalized 
crossings, and curb ramps

Performance measures: 
Data metrics that help track 
progress toward specific goals

Protected bike lanes: On-
street bike lanes that have a 
vertical buffer (such as a curb 
or plastic bollard) between the 
bike lane and travel lane

Rapid flashing beacon: A type 
of pedestrian infrastructure that 
includes yellow diamond-shaped 

signage, LED flashing lights and a 
clearly demarcated crosswalk to 
allow people walking and rolling 
to cross safely at key points

Road diet: Lane reduction or right-
sizing (reduction of the number 
of general travel lanes) to add 
improvements for other modes

Safe Systems: An evidenced-
based approach defined by 
FHWA to reduce fatal and 
severe traffic crashes

Shared mobility: Shared use 
of a vehicle, bicycle, or other 
transportation mode that allows 
users to access transportation 
services on an as-needed 
basis; made more common with 
emerging app-based on demand 
transportation technologies

Trail: A multiuse path that may 
be separated from the roadway 
by a wide vegetated buffer 

Roller: Someone who 
uses a wheelchair or other 
assisted mobility device

Single occupancy vehicle 
(SOV) trips: Car trips 
made by a solo driver

Transit-Oriented Development 
(TOD): The practice of designing 
and planning areas where 
residential and commercial spaces 
are more conveniently connected 
with various forms of transportation 
to make communities more 
livable, vibrant, and accessible

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT): 
The sum of all the miles driven 
by motor vehicles in a specific 
area (ex: City of Thornton) over a 
specific period of time (often daily)

Wayfinding: The information 
system, usually comprised of signs, 
that helps users navigate an area
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APPENDIX
Appendix A: 
Existing Conditions 
& Needs Assessment
Appendix B: 
Project Prioritization Methodology
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  NOTABLE UPDATES FROM THE DRAFT PLAN TO THE FINAL PLAN 

Notable Updates from the Draft Plan to the Final Plan 
• Page 5 - Added reference to growth of LEVs. 
• Page 7 – Changed Both a Pedestrian AND a Bicycle Plan subsection to have more inclusive 

language in related to people with mobility challenges and people walking, rolling, and biking. 
• Page 12 - Added sentence to Community Engagement section stressing outreach to non-bikers: 

“Over 75% of survey respondents reported driving as their primary mode of transportation. Thus, 
community input reflects the input of both regular bicyclists and non-bicyclists.” 

• Page 25 - Added paragraph with information on the Bike Boulevard and what that looks like for 
connectivity for the network: “Many of the new connections added are on local streets that will be 
designated as Bike Boulevards (see description of Bike Boulevards below). These connections will 
provide additional low-stress options for people biking and fill in key gaps in the network.” 

• Page 29 - Added paragraph on Planning for Two-Way Traffic: “All bicycle facilities will accommodate 
both directions of travel. Most on-street facilities will be designed as one-way on each side of the 
street. Multiuse trails will also be on both sides of the street in most contexts to serve land uses on 
both sides of the street. Protected bike lanes and raised cycle tracks will also typically be designed 
as one-way on both sides of the street, but can be also be designed as two-way facilities. In these 
situations special design considerations will be needed at intersections and driveways, especially at 
signalized intersections. The NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide provides guidance on two-way 
cycle track design.” 

• Page 30 - Highlighted the following statement to call more attention: “Recommendations shown are 
the minimum facilities needed to create a high-comfort environment for biking, given street 
characteristics. Facilities with greater separation and protection than the minimum option are 
desirable and sometimes warranted.” 

• Page 31 - Added sentence on who is allowed on trails: “Trails will be designed to serve both 
pedestrians and bicyclists, including people on electric and non-electric mobility devices and electric 
bikes that meet city standards and obey the city speed limits.” 

• Page 32 - Added sentence clarifying options for parallel routes: “Facilities will generally follow the 
routes on the Future Bicycle Map, but can also be located along a parallel street (generally within one 
block) if found to be more feasible during implementation.” 

• Page 65 - Added language about importance of lighting within the sidewalk buffer zone. 
• Page 67 - Added emphasis in Pedestrian Crossing Guidance section on designing for people with 

mobility challenges or with visual impairments. 
• Page 75 – In the Street Furniture sub-section, added statement: “Along trails, amenities like shade, 

water fountains, seating, and ADA accessible restrooms support recreation and active 
transportation.” 

• Page 91 - Added sentence explaining how new development could alter priorities: “Priorities may be 
amended in the future as land uses change and new growth occurs that may increase (or decrease) 
the priority for new connections.” 

• Page 92 - Updated Figure 45 (Order in Which to Prioritize Sidewalk Projects) to make low priority 
missing sidewalks and high priority sidewalk retrofits equal priority. 

• Page 119 - Reframed Local subsection of Funding Opportunities section: 
o Removed mill levy, vehicle registration, utility fees, and language about dedicated sales tax. 
o Added private foundations. 
o Added paragraph: “Community input received during this planning process indicated interest 

in a dedicated local funding source. Continued community involvement in the budgeting 
process can support establishment of this source.” 

• Page 122 – Added a Glossary section. 
• Objectives - Added two new objectives:  
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  NOTABLE UPDATES FROM THE DRAFT PLAN TO THE FINAL PLAN 

o Page 60 - S1: Conduct a signalization feasibility study as a first step to determine what 
improvements are needed at signalized crossings. 

o Page 76 - S4: Conduct a lighting needs assessment for each active transportation corridor 
as a first step in identifying lighting needs for safety improvements. 

• Map Updates: 
o Updated Horizon neighborhood Future Bicycle Network basemap to include Patterson Road. 
o Upgraded 24 Road/Redlands Pkwy project (bridge over US 50) to High Priority pedestrian 

and bicycle project. 
o Included missing 27 Rd/I70 bridge link in the Active Transportation Corridor Map and Future 

Bicycle Network Map. 
o Removed conflicting bike lane recommendations along section of G Rd east of 26 Road in 

the Future Bicycle Network Map. 
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Proposed Minor Tweaks to Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan

Chapter 6
Potential Changes

New Wording for proposed 
changes to the March Final Draft 
Plan by Planning Commission at 
their April 6, 2023 workshop
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Revised to read:
SOURCING FUNDS

Total annual maintenance cost estimates per mile vary greatly across communities,
based on the type of facility (e.g., width, surface, structural design), as well as 
context-sensitive characteristics, such as the types of vegetation, amenities included, 
and number of annual users.  The City of Grand Junction should continue to plan for 
increases in the budget of the Parks and Recreation Department and Public Works 
Department commensurate with additional assets and capital facilities that the Parks 
Operations Division and Street Systems Division must operate and maintain.

In communities nationwide, usually more funding exists for capital construction than 
for maintenance. According to Rails-to-Trails, trail system managers nationally report 
receiving funding primarily from municipal budget allocations (49%), then from local 
fundraising activities (39%), in-kind donations (29%), the state budget (24%), 
community fees or taxes (9%), and federal funding (7%). 

Many funding sources could be used for construction and maintenance.  The city can 
explore these and more:
• Department of Local Affairs/Great Outdoors Colorado/Conservation Trust 
Fund(Colorado Lottery)
• Land and Water Conservation Fund
• Colorado Parks and Wildlife
• Conservation, trail advocacy groups, local organizations, non-profits
• Federal Highway Administration RAISE Grants, Recreational Trails Program 
Funding, Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP)
• Federal Safe Streets for All (SS4A) grants
• Highway Safety Improvement Program, National Highway Performance 
Program, FASTER Safety Grants
• City Capital Improvement fund (sales tax)
• City General Fund (sales tax)

Revised to read:
Utilize existing and pursue new funding sources support construction and 
maintenance of an expanded system.

Existing Language – March Draft Proposed LanguagePacket Page 169



Revised to read:
SHARED MICROMOBILITY 

In 2022, the City released a Referral for Proposals to solicit 
shared micromobility (e.g., bike and scooter share) to 
evaluate the effectiveness of this mode of transportation 
on first- and last-mile connections and modal shifts. The 
18-month pilot study is slated to start 2023. 

Scooters and bike share have been successfully deployed 
in several Front Range communities including Fort Collins, 
Boulder, Colorado Springs, Denver, and Longmont. Sharing 
services are most successful and financially sustainable 
where there is a higher density of land uses, since people 
can travel shorter distances to reach destinations, the 
ideal trip type for micromobility to support. 

Shared micromobility has numerous benefits, including 
flexible travel options, better first- and last-mile 
connections to transit, and replacement of vehicle trips. 

Proposed LanguageExisting Language – March Draft Packet Page 170



Revised to read:
The city will build and encourage development to provide 
additional bike parking. Should the micromobility pilot be 
successful, property owners may choose to provide device 
parking, in coordination with micromobility vendors. 
The street standards could be updated to include a 
buffer/amenity zone in new sidewalks in core areas of the 
city which could be used for micromobility parking safely 
outside of the sidewalk.

Existing Language – March Draft Proposed LanguagePacket Page 171



Revised to read:
Establish a more positive culture 
around walking and biking in Grand 
Junction by creating staff position(s) 
to assist in public education, 
promoting the Bicycle Friendly 
Business program, and/or hosting 
an LCI seminar. 

Existing Language – March Draft Proposed Language

Revised to read:
City staff
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Revised to read:
One of the most tangible and cost-effective ways to improve 
the bicycle and pedestrian environment in Grand Junction will 
be to implement effective policies. Policies can be used by city 
departments as they perform street construction projects and 
routine maintenance. The policies can also be used to guide the 
private sector in new development or redevelopment projects. 
Adopting policy(ies) may assist in ensuring projects incorporate 
the city’s goals for the bicycle and pedestrian environment and 
create a consistent experience for users. 

Existing Language – March Draft Proposed Language

Revised to read:
Avenue. The city should consider expanding this type of policy 
to Active Transportation Corridors and corridors identified on 
the Active Transportation High Injury Network (Figure 14, 
Appendix A Existing Conditions and Needs Assessment) to 
mitigate conflict points between vehicles and pedestrians and 
bicyclists. Potential access management strategies typically 
include redirecting access to side-streets and alleys, 
consolidating driveways among single and adjacent property 
owners, and adding medians.

Revised to read:
Improve the North Avenue access management policy in 
alignment with national best practices and consider expanding 
to all the Active Transportation “High Injury Network” 
Corridors.
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Revised to read:
Pedestrian and bicycle accommodation in work zones is already a 
federal standard defined in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices, and the city currently has a work zone policy consistent with 
federal standards. The city should strengthen compliance with the 
work zone policy that requires developers and construction 
companies to reroute sidewalks and bicycle facilities that are 
impacted by construction, similar to the way that they must currently 
continue to facilitate roadway access for people driving. This means 
accommodating people walking and biking with a temporary 
walkway and bikeway adjacent to the work zone, or at minimum 
signing alternate detour routes on either end of the construction 
zone. The city could consider more active enforcement of current 
work zone policy along the Active Transportation Corridors.

Existing Language – March Draft Proposed Language

Revised to read:
Constructing Active Transportation Facilities

Consistent with current Municipal Code, when an Active 
Transportation Corridor (ATC) is shown as part of a Collector or 
Arterial street, the city should continue to plan for and construct the 
facility.  If an ATC is along a local street within a development, a 
developer should continue to construct deficient or missing facilities, 
unless other funding sources are secured. The city should continue its 
current policy for new development to construct an ATC within or 
adjacent to the site unless other funding sources are secured.  
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Revised to read:
Additionally, bicycle parking should be provided at commercial and multifamily 
residential locations.

Existing Language – March Draft Proposed Language

Revised to read:
The city’s existing Subdivision Standards already require connectivity to 
“Promote pedestrian uses, bicycling, and transportation modes other than 
private automobile.” This connectivity standard should remain, as creating a 
connection between two otherwise unconnected streets/neighborhoods can 
greatly decrease the trip lengths for people walking, rolling, and bicycling, as 
conveyed in Figure 44. 

In established neighborhoods, these connections can be created by finding 
existing easements or right-of-way or by acquiring new right-of-way or 
easements if none currently exists. 

The City’s current maximum block length of 1200 linear feet is established in the 
Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) for vehicular access. The 
City should consider pedestrian and bicycle connections at an interval closer to 
600 feet, which is the distance data indicates is a more comfortable block length 
for pedestrians to navigate. A “Connectivity Index” could also be used.

Revised to read:
Connectivity can be defined by a “connectivity index,” the ratio of pedestrian 
and bicycle connections to blocks (or intersections). Consider reducing the 
maximum distance between pedestrian and bicycle connections to be less than 
the existing maximum block length for vehicular access of 1200 linear feet.

Revised to read:
Continue the current policy where Active Transportation Corridors which run 
through or adjacent to a site be constructed as part of the development.
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Revised to read:
The city should explore incentives-based measures, such as updating its 
Transportation Impact Study guidelines (Chapter 29.08.200 of the Municipal Code) 
to encourage TDM strategies, into which major developments could opt, specifically 
to support walking and biking. These could include constructing Active 
Transportation Corridors, bike facilities, showers, car share, or other support for bike 
commuters. Incentive-based measures may weigh some TDM measures over others.

Existing Language – March Draft Proposed Language

Revised to read:
The city’s Municipal Code (21.06.050) currently identifies parking minimums for 
different land uses. Reducing or, in some cases, relieving all parking requirements is 
a strategy which may better align with the community’s goals of mobility and 
affordability, as well as reduce one of the highest costs associated with new 
development. Other parking strategies that warrant further study include:
• Fee-in-lieu allows a developer the choice to pay a fee into a municipal fund 

instead of providing on-site parking spaces required per Municipal Code. This 
policy is especially effective for small parcels where redevelopment may be less 
viable due to parking requirements. This fee can assist in financing public parking 
spaces or/and fund other transportation demand management and multimodal 
investments that will help to reduce single occupancy vehicle use.

Revised to read:
Explore incentives-based Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures, 
into which major developments could opt, to provide support for walking and 
biking. These could include constructing Active Transportation Corridors, bike 
facilities, showers, car share, or other support for bike commuters.

Revised to read:
Revise the parking minimum standards for different land uses to better align with 
the community’s goals; reducing development costs associated with excessive 
parking to allow for innovations, flexibility, and greater affordability.
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Proposed Minor Tweaks to Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan

Chapter 1
Potential Changes

New Wording for proposed 
changes to the March Final Draft 
Plan by Planning Commission at 
their April 6, 2023 workshop
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Revise to add new section:
Context Sensitive Design

Context Sensitive Design establishes design elements based on the 
context and character of the street. The City of Grand Junction has a 
wide variety of settings, unique landscapes, and environmental 
conditions. Any facility identified in this plan will need to take into 
consideration existing conditions and characteristics of the 
surrounding area to ensure that design is context sensitive. This 
principle provides and promotes sufficient flexibility to allow 
application of appropriate roadway elements and dimensions to 
different situations within the city. Different standards for street 
cross-sections may be appropriate for a bike or pedestrian facility as 
it travels through urban, suburban and rural transects, reflecting the 
different roles of roadway infrastructure among these different 
transects. Additionally, Context Sensitive Design takes into account 
existing building encroachments and constraints in right-of-way 
widths to adjust the facility type where needed.

Proposed LanguageExisting Language – March Draft
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Introduction 
This report provides a summary of the existing conditions and needs assessment of the bicycle and 
pedestrian network in Grand Junction, including a summary of the community outreach findings conducted as 
part of the Grand Junction Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. The existing conditions needs assessment includes the 
following major components: 

•  Summary of Existing Relevant Plans 

• Existing Pedestrian Network 

• Existing Bicycle Network 

• Level of Traffic Stress Analysis for Pedestrians and Bicyclists 

• Active Transportation High Injury Network Analysis 

• Existing Pedestrian and Bicycle Demand 

• Input Received from the Community 

The findings of the analysis and data summarized in this report informed strategies and recommendations in 
the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. 
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Summary of Relevant Plans 
The section provides a summary of existing local and regional plans, documents, and existing technical 
design standards relevant to the Grand Junction Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. These documents provide a 
foundation for developing the vision for active transportation in Grand Junction.  

Previous Plans 
ONE Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan (2020) 

The city adopted the One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan in 2021, as an update to the 2010 
Comprehensive Plan, addressing changes that occurred over the intermediate decade and setting strategies 
to guide decision-making for the next 10 to 20 years. Community input helped drive the development of the 
plan principles that will guide the vision for Grand Junction until 2040. One Grand Junction is comprised of 
eleven plan principles that examine current conditions and goals for the future. The Plan Principles are: 

• Plan Principle 1: Collective Identity  

• Plan Principle 2: Resilient and Diverse Economy 

• Plan Principle 3: Responsible and Managed Growth  

• Plan Principle 4: Downtown and University Districts 

• Plan Principle 5: Strong Neighborhoods and Housing Choices  

• Plan Principle 6: Efficient and Connected Transportation  

• Plan Principle 7: Great Places and Recreation 

• Plan Principle 8: Resource Stewardship 

• Plan Principle 9: Quality Education and Facilities  

• Plan Principle 10: Safe, Healthy, and Inclusive Community  

• Plan Principle 11: Effective and Transparent Government 

Plan Principle 6 outlines strategies to create an efficient, connected transportation network where Grand 
Junction residents have multiple convenient travel options. This principle includes numerous 
recommendations that will be incorporated within the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan: 

• Balance all modes in decision-making by the city 

• Continue implementation of the Complete Streets Policy, with priority given to projects near schools, 
employment corridors, bus stops, Active Transportation Corridors and other key destinations; and 
specific infrastructure such as sidewalks, bike lanes, protected intersections, pedestrian bridges and 
underpasses, and median islands 

• Reduce severe crashes by providing safe, healthy, and equitable mobility for all users and modes  

• Improve first and last mile connections to transit 

• Encourage bicycle commuting by requiring bike parking, lockers, and/or shower facilities with 
development 
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• Implement better wayfinding 

Finally, the development of this Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan fulfills the recommendation to establish such a plan 
to prioritize pedestrian and bicycle projects in Grand Junction. 

Grand Junction Circulation Plan (2018) 

The Grand Junction Circulation Plan was developed in coordination with the city’s comprehensive planning 
process and updated in 2018. The plan sets forth transportation principles, strategies, and vision that will 
improve access to jobs, healthcare, goods, services, recreation, and other community amenities. The plan 
includes numerous maps to guide future planning efforts.  

The Network Map is a conceptual view of the community from an overall “30,000 foot” vantage point that 
identifies important corridors and linkages connecting centers, neighborhoods, and community attractions. It 
is implemented through capital construction of streets, sidewalks and trail infrastructure. 

As a part of the Circulation Plan, the city also identified Active Transportation Corridors important for non-
motorized travel (shown in Figure 1). The Active Transportation Corridors Map replaces the Urban Trails 
Master Plan, adopted by the city in 2001. 

These corridors will create Grand Junction’s backbone active transportation network, improving comfort for 
people walking, rolling, and biking as the city upgrades or completes pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The 
intent of this map is to establish a complete, connected network of sidewalks, bike lanes, and trails that 
connects communities across Grand Junction via existing and planned infrastructure.  

Packet Page 185



 

4 
 

 

FIGURE 1: PLANNED ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS MAP FROM THE 2018 GRAND JUNCTION 
CIRCULATION PLAN 

Active transportation corridors total 275 miles, with 236 miles along the road, 24 miles along canal corridors, 
and 15 miles along drainage ways. The Active Transportation Corridors can accommodate users on the road 
network or separate trail. The city will need to construct any future routes along canals, ditches, and drainage 
corridors in cooperation with property owners and those holding other use and/or easement rights.  

The Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan will refine this network to ensure it reflects the community’s current network 
vision and improves access to key destinations. The updated Active Transportation Corridors will be the 
vision for the future bike network and key pedestrian corridors in Grand Junction. 

Grand Valley Regional Transportation Plan (2020) 

The Grand Valley 2045 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted to maintain the region’s 
transportation system, ensure the efficient movement of people and goods, and support future growth and 
development. The RTP is anchored by goal statements for active transportation, transit, regional roadways, 
safety, freight, funding, and maintenance. The active transportation goal is to “foster active transportation by 
providing a regionally connected network of low-stress facilities that are safe for people walking and biking.” 
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To support this goal, the plan outlines strategies to guide practitioners on how to prioritize active 
transportation projects: 

• Prioritize on-street projects that connect to the Grand Valley’s existing and planned off-street multi-
use path network. 

• Identify new opportunities for regional travel on foot or bicycle that supplement the Circulation Plan 
by identifying gaps in the off‐street multi-use path network that connect major population centers, 
major employment centers, parks, and public lands across the Grand Valley. 

• Improve the pedestrian and bicycle experience by prioritizing sidewalks, bike facilities, and crossings 
that connect to bus stops, parks, schools, grocery stores, and public lands. 

• Prioritize implementation of active transportation facilities on corridors that provide comfortable and 
low‐stress connections for the first‐last mile gaps between transit stops and key destinations, 
including parks and public land trailheads. 

Relevant Documents 
Complete Streets Policy (2018) 

The city adopted a Complete Streets Policy in 2018 to encourage street design that enables safe use and 
mobility for people of all ages and abilities, whether they are traveling as pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, 
or drivers. It also sets context-sensitive design standards and approaches for all construction and 
reconstruction of the city’s transportation system. These standards will be consulted during the development 
of the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan and Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) Manual Update 
that will guide recommendations on how to improve implementation of the policy.  

The vision of the Complete Streets Policy is to develop a safe, efficient, and reliable travel network of streets, 
sidewalks, and urban trails throughout Grand Junction. The transportation strategies identified in the 
comprehensive plan and Circulation Plan will help the community achieve its complete streets vision. The 
purpose of the Complete Streets Policy is to expand everyone’s travel choices, particularly safe and 
convenient mode options. Safety, including a reduction in hazards for pedestrians and bicyclists is a main 
driver of the Policy. To meet the vision of the Complete Streets Policy, the city established a series of 
complete street principles and context sensitive design standards to determine priority investments to guide 
implementation.  

The policy is applicable to all development and redevelopment in the public realm within the City of Grand 
Junction. It applies to the work of all city departments and other entities working within the public right-of-way. 
In addition, it is intended to guide all private development that affects streets, the transportation system, and 
the public realm. The city outlined performance measures in the areas of safety, access, and health and 
environment to track the success of the policy. The city can collect and analyze data such as crashes, the 
number of Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps, and the percentage of students who 
walk or bike to school to measure policy success. To ensure implementation of the policy, Grand Junction 
aims to integrate it with other existing and new policies, transportation projects, and consistently throughout 
departments. 
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Transportation and Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) Manual 

The TEDS Manual provides the teeth for implementation of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure around the 
city. It guides developers and city engineers on how to design new and reconstructed streets, the impacts of 
which will be felt for many generations. Fehr & Peers is concurrently helping the city update the pedestrian 
and bicycle components of the TEDS Manual in tandem with the development of the new Pedestrian & 
Bicycle Plan, to ensure cohesive guidance in both documents. 

Updates may include better transit stop design guidance, pedestrian and bicycle crossing guidelines, street 
cross sections, and more. This will support implementation of the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan, while considering 
the context of Grand Junction’s existing street network and environment. 

Grand Junction Fire Code 

Ordinance Number 4830 prescribes regulations governing conditions hazardous to life and property from fire, 
explosion, and chemical release. Grand Junction’s TEDS Manual is responsible for the design standards of 
dead-end fire apparatus road turnarounds. Additionally, all residential and commercial/industrial cul-de-sac 
designs shall adhere to TEDS Manual. Design standard requirements will be reviewed and updated in 
accordance with the latest guidance.  

Zoning and Development Code 

Grand Junction is in the process of updating their zoning code to better reflect the goals and policies 
described in the ONE Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan, especially those key principles related to 
responsible and managed growth and strong neighborhoods and housing choices. The following sections 
have existing design practices, mostly along North Avenue that will be reflected in the TEDS Manual update.  

• Section 32.48.030 Designing Street Intersections - Design of intersections should follow AASHTO’s 
guide for the Planning, Design and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities. Community input identified that 
safety is needed for cyclists and pedestrians without impeding traffic. 

• Section 32.48.0070 Curb Cut Consolidation - To reduce curb cuts along North Avenue, at the time of 
redevelopment curb cuts will be consolidated. 

• Section 32.48.100 Transit - All transit stops on North Avenue should be off-street pull-outs. Bus 
shelters should be incorporated at higher use transit stop locations. 

Vibrant Together: A Downtown Initiative 

The Downtown Development Authority launched this effort to build upon the successes of the 1981 Plan of 
Development and identify a new vision for downtown Grand Junction that aligns with the needs of the 
community. Vibrant Together sets five main goals for identity, downtown development, vibrancy, connectivity, 
and safety and comfort. To bring more people downtown and better link it with the river, the plan identifies 
three main strategies to improve connectivity, placemaking, and infill development. Strategies around 
connectivity will be relevant to this planning effort and they include: 

• Convert 4th and 5th to two-way streets 

• Prioritize pedestrian and bike improvements to improve mobility throughout downtown and to the 
river 
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• Create a 2nd Street Promenade connecting the Train Depot to Two Rivers Plaza 

• Initiate a gateway and wayfinding study to improve ease of navigation for people walking, biking, and 
driving downtown 

Horizon Drive Business Improvement District Trails Master Plan 

The Horizon Drive District is a business improvement district that uses a fee on its member businesses along 
Horizon Drive, a major gateway to the city, to make capital investments in the corridor. They stimulate 
business in this area through beautification projects, transportation improvements, and promotion of tourism.  

The trails plan recommends aligning the existing trail network with businesses along Horizon Drive to increase 
connectivity for pedestrians. Proposed future trail additions to the BID network use the canal trail and are 
contingent upon the canal trail loop completion, construction of which would occur in phases beginning with 
the South West Loop. Art installations, workout stations, rest areas, and other amenities would anchor each 
loop. The plan documents drainageway conditions and constraints as well as graphic examples of alignments. 
New recommendations for trails in this area will consider the suggestions already made in this plan.  

Bicycle Friendly Community Designation 

The League of American Bicyclists recognized Grand Junction as a bronze-level Bicycle Friendly Community 
in 2018. A bronze designation recognizes the great trails and bikeways that have been established over the 
years and gives the city some additional goals to work toward. Grand Junction performs well in many 
performance criteria but has room for improvement in the categories of engineering, education, 
encouragement, enforcement, and evaluation and planning. Recommended steps for Grand Junction to 
achieve a higher designation include: 

• Prioritize planned projects and a reporting mechanism for the community to follow progress on 
infrastructure improvements. 

• Increase the amount of high quality, Association of Professional Bicycle Professionals (APBP)-
compliant bicycle parking. 

• Launch a public bike share system. 

• Expand the audience for educational programs to include high school students, college students, 
and new drivers. 

• Host a League Cycling Instructor (LCI) seminar to increase the number of local LCIs. 

• Develop a community-wide trip reduction ordinance/program, incentive program, and/or a 
Guaranteed Ride Home program to encourage and support bike commuters. 

• Encourage more local businesses, agencies, and organizations to promote biking to their employees 
and customers and to seek recognition as a Bicycle Friendly Business. 

• Develop a bike patrol unit to improve bicyclist/officer relations, and ensure that all law enforcement 
officers have basic training or experience with biking. 

• Adopt a comprehensive road safety plan or a Vision Zero policy. 

• Formalize a Bicycle & Pedestrian Coordinator position. 
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Walk Friendly Community Report Card 

Grand Junction applied for and failed to receive a Walk Friendly Communities designation from Walk Friendly 
Communities. The Walk Friendly Community Report Card identified the Urban Trails Committee, ADA 
transition plan, and collection of pedestrian and bicycle counts as positive progress in the community. Grand 
Junction is on the right track in planning and engineering efforts, but areas that need attention are 
education/encouragement, enforcement, and evaluation of metrics. Grand Junction has the potential to 
become a Walk Friendly Community through the following steps: 

• Formalize a Bicycle & Pedestrian Coordinator position. 

• Establish a pedestrian safety action plan with performance targets and metrics. 

• Set mode share and safety goals. 

• Reform parking policy via parking maximums or absence of minimums. 

• Continue implementing Complete Streets Policy. 

• Expand Safe Routes to School Program. 

• Educate staff on walking, walkability, and pedestrian safety. 

• Improve bicycle and pedestrian wayfinding. 

• Maintain and complete the sidewalk network. 

• Establish concrete design guidelines. 

• Enforce in areas with high pedestrian volumes/safety issues and consider automated enforcement. 

• Increase share of enforcement that occurs on foot or bike. 

• Establish permanent bicycle and pedestrian count locations. 

• Perform regular safety evaluation of completed projects. 
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Existing Pedestrian Network 
The existing pedestrian network map in Figure 3 shows which streets in the Grand Junction planning area 
currently have an attached sidewalk, detached sidewalk, or no sidewalk on either side of the street. Examples 
of each of these walkway conditions are shown in Figure 2. 

 

FIGURE 2: SIDEWALK CONDITION EXAMPLES 

Conditions supportive of pedestrians include wide and smooth sidewalks, a buffer zone between the sidewalk 
and roadway (particularly vertical buffers like landscaping and street furniture, which also provide shade and 
places to sit), accessible curb ramps at corners, a gridded street network, and shorter block lengths. While 
the first few factors are more straightforward, shorter blocks and gridded streets (or at least streets with 
numerous connections north-south and east-west) provide more route options and allow people walking and 
rolling to choose more direct paths between destinations.  

The condition of the existing pedestrian network in Grand Junction varies considerably by location in the city. 
Many of the major streets in Grand Junction currently have a sidewalk, but there are notable gaps as well 
across the city. The pedestrian environment in the core of the city around downtown is dominated by 
relatively short blocks, a grided street network, and importantly, detached sidewalks that make the area 
generally more comfortable to pedestrians than other parts of the city. Other high-comfort facilities for 
pedestrians include the relatively robust trail network through Grand Junction, currently confined mostly to 
the Colorado River corridor. 

Many parts of the city outside the historic core lack direct connections through neighborhoods and these 
areas more commonly feature attached sidewalks or no sidewalks. 
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Street characteristics like roadway width, speed, and volume, affect the comfort of someone walking or rolling 
on an attached sidewalk. Missing sidewalks in neighborhoods and commercial areas can pose a significant 
barrier to choosing to walk for even short trips. These areas of missing sidewalks, along with major arterials 
with uncomfortable and inaccessible sidewalks and roadway crossings, create broad gaps in the pedestrian 
network and prevent residents from choosing to walk downtown or elsewhere. 

As shown in Figure 3, notable major streets with sections of narrow or missing sidewalks include, but are not 
limited to: 

• North Avenue 

• Patterson Road 

• 24 Road (over US 50/US 6) 

• 28 Road 

• 9th Street (south of downtown) 

• Several key connections in the Orchard Mesa Neighborhood, such as US 50, B ½ Road, 27 Road, 
and 28 ½ Road. 

Many comments received from the public reflect a desire to improve pedestrian and bicycle crossings of the 
Colorado River, US 50, and the railroad tracks. These features represent significant barriers for people 
walking and biking between neighborhoods on either side, especially for people connecting from the 
Redlands, Orchard Mesa, and the Riverfront Trail to Downtown, Colorado Mesa University (CMU), and Mesa 
Mall. As shown in Figure 3, this is amplified by the fact that there are only a few streets or paths that connect 
across the river and railroad, including: 

• Redlands Parkway/24 Road 

• Broadway 

• 5th Street (US 50) 

•  7th Street/9th Street/the multi-use trail bridge at Eagle Rim Park 

• 29 Road 

Of these crossings, 24 Road and 9th Street lack sidewalks and bicycle facilities. Numerous commenters 
suggested the opportunity and value of installing new connections that would provide greater redundancy in 
the active transportation network and improve access across these barriers. These include 12th Street, 28 
Road, and 2nd Street from downtown to Dos Rios. 
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Existing Bicycle Network 
The current bicycle network in Grand Junction consists of shared streets that are signed bike routes, striped 
bike lanes (including two streets with buffered bike lanes – 1st Street and East Main Street), and trails. Figure 
4 shows examples in Grand Junction of each of these facility types and a map of the existing bike network is 
provided in Figure 5. 

 

FIGURE 4: EXISTING BICYCLE FACILITY TYPES IN GRAND JUNCTION 

One of the city’s most used facilities and a key asset for bicycle mobility across the city is the Riverfront Trail 
that parallels the Colorado River, generally running east–west. Most of the existing bike facilities overlap with 
the city’s designated Active Transportation Corridors. However, the existing bike network is disconnected in 
many places. Most of the Active Transportation Corridors currently lack bike facilities, and in many parts of 
the city multi-use trails, bike lanes and bike routes on low volume streets end abruptly. Key gaps in the bike 
network include, but are not limited to, sections of: 7th Street and 12th Street, North Avenue, Patterson Road, 
24 Road, and Orchard Avenue.  

Additionally, some locations with existing bike facilities are not sufficient to provide a comfortable experience 
for cyclists given the characteristics of the street. Generally, the highest-comfort facilities for people biking are 
detached trails and buffered or protected bike lanes. Like attached sidewalks, the comfort of striped bike 
lanes depends on street characteristics including roadway width, speed, and volume. Since they provide 
minimal space between someone biking and vehicle traffic, this type of facility can be adequate on a low-
volume neighborhood street, but is less comfortable on a major arterial. Many of the streets in Grand Junction 
with existing bike lanes are not wide enough or do not provide enough separation from traffic to provide a 
comfortable experience for bicyclists given the volume and speed of traffic. Notable examples include 
Patterson Road, 12th Street, 28 ¼ Road, and parts of 29 Road a D Road. Signed bike routes are useful 
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wayfinding for people biking and signal the presence of cyclists to people driving, but depending on the 
volume and speed of traffic and treatments at major crossing, signed facilities alone may not provide a 
comfortable facility for bicyclists. 

Like the pedestrian network, many comments from the public reflect a desire to improve major crossings of 
the Colorado River, US 50, and the railroad tracks. Access to the Riverfront Trail emerged as an important 
value to the community for bicyclists and can be difficult to get to by bike from the north, including from 
downtown/CMU, and the Mesa Mall due to the limited number of crossings. Of the five crossings identified in 
the Pedestrian Section, 24 Road, 5th Street1, and 9th Street lack bicycle facilities, and 29 Road crossings 
does not provide a high comfort facility. 

 

 
1 Along the 5th Street crossing, the sidewalk narrows to 6’ places, and because a sidewalk must be at least 8’ wide (and 

ideally 10’ to 12’) to be considered a multiuse trail, the 5th Street overpass is not considered an existing bicycle facility. 
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Level of Traffic Stress 
What is Level of Traffic Stress (LTS)? 
Walking and biking comfort along roadways in the City of Grand Junction was measured using a modified 
version of the Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) criteria and scoring system developed by Mekuria, Furth, and 
Nixon (2012) in Low Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity.2 

 

FIGURE 6: BICYCLE LTS 

The LTS system assigns a street a score from 1 to 4 based on a combination of factors. An LTS of 1 indicates 
the most comfortable, least stressful facility that accommodates people of all ages and abilities – one which a 
child could comfortably walk or bike, for example (Figure 6). An LTS of 4 indicates the least comfortable, most 
stressful facility that most people would avoid using – one in which only a very “strong and fearless” cyclist 
would ride (less than 1% of the population). An LTS 2 facility is also relatively low stress and accommodating, 
while a facility with an LTS of 3 would be an environment that those familiar with biking and willing to accept a 
slightly more stressful environment might choose. LTS 3 facilities cater to “enthused and confident” cyclists, 
roughly 7% of the population, while LTS 2 facilities cater to “interested but concerned” riders, roughly 60% of 
the population.3 

 

 
2 Mekuria, M., Furth, P., & Nixon, H. (2012). Low Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity. Mineta Transportation 

Institute. Retrieved from https://peterfurth.sites.northeastern.edu/2014/05/21/criteria-for-level-of-traffic-stress/. 
3 Geller R. (2006). Four Types of Cyclists. Portland Bureau of Transportation. Retrieved from 

http://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/article/264746.  
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FIGURE 7: PEDESTRIAN LTS 

Similar to the Bicycle LTS, the Pedestrian LTS system also ranks pedestrian facilities on a scale from 1 to 4, 
with LTS 1 representing the most comfortable, least stressful facility that accommodates children, older 
adults, people with mobility challenges, parents with strollers, and everyone between; while LTS 4 facilities 
may only be used by the most fearless walkers (Figure 7). 

Methodology  
Bicycle LTS 

The LTS methodology considers the type of bicycle facility, presence of a parking lane, travel lane width, 
traffic speed, number of lanes, and traffic volumes on a roadway segment to score bike paths, bike lanes with 
and without buffers, and bike routes. Intersection crossings are not factored into the analysis due to data 
availability. The criteria shown in Table 1 through Table 3 simplifies the latest 2022 LTS tables to account for 
available data in Grand Junction (data on presence of a parking lane and travel lane widths are unavailable). 
Data for each of these attributes was collected and coded for each roadway segment in the city, then the LTS 
was calculated in GIS. 

Using the LTS methodology, multi-use paths and trails, raised 
cycle tracks, and protected bike lanes are automatically given a 
score of 1. 

For bike lanes and other types of facilities, scores depend on the number of lanes, posted speed limits, and 
average daily traffic (ADT), as shown in Table 1 through Table 3.  
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FIGURE 8: CURB CUTS AND SIDEWALK CONDITIONS ON NORTH AVENUE 

Pedestrian LTS 

The Pedestrian LTS methodology used in Grand Junction is a modified version of the criteria used in 
StreetScore+, a tool developed by Fehr & Peers to assess people’s comfort walking and biking along a street. 
StreetScore+ is a streamlined method for assessing Level of Traffic Stress for people walking and biking and 
includes more factors than a traditional LTS analysis (such as sidewalk width, sidewalk quality, buffer width, 
and other factors). Unfortunately, the city’s sidewalk data was limited, but the Grand Junction Safe Routes to 
School program already developed a sidewalk layer that considers whether sidewalks are detached, 
attached, or missing.  

The pedestrian LTS methodology shown in Table 4 and  
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many of these corridors are higher speed, higher volume streets where bicyclists need more separation from 
traffic to have a low-stress experience. 

 

 

FIGURE 9: BICYCLE LEVEL OF TRAFFIC STRESS DOWNTOWN
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Pedestrian LTS 
Figure 11 and Figure 12 show the Grand Junction street network and trails classified by Pedestrian LTS. 
Many local neighborhood streets lack sidewalks but are classified as LTS 2 facilities because they are low 
volume, low speed, narrow neighborhood streets. However, Active Transportation Corridors, many of which 
are higher speed, higher volume, wider arterials, score more poorly where they lack adequate pedestrian 
facilities, such as a sufficiently wide sidewalk with a buffer. 

 

 

FIGURE 11: PEDESTRIAN LEVEL OF TRAFFIC STRESS, DOWNTOWN
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Active Transportation High 
Injury Network 
What is a High Injury Network (HIN)? 
A high injury network (HIN) is a network of streets in a community where the highest concentrations of fatal 
and severe injury traffic crashes have occurred. A HIN is created through the mapping of crash data to 
visually recognize spatial patterns. It is an important tool used in many Vision Zero plans to assist 
communities in prioritizing street safety projects that will have the greatest impact in improving traffic safety. 
Traditionally, HINs represent all crashes, and have been utilized in dozens of communities across the country 
and around the world to prioritize traffic safety improvements.  

This effort developed an Active Transportation HIN map for Grand Junction to illustrate the streets where a 
disproportionally high number of citywide crashes involving people walking or biking have occurred. The 
Active Transportation HIN in Grand Junction will be used as one means to prioritize safety projects and 
buildout of the pedestrian and bike network.  

Methodology 
The Active Transportation HIN in the Grand was created using crash data from 2016 to 2020. During this 
time there were 347 reported crashes within Grand Junction involving a pedestrian or cyclist (Figure 13). The 
HIN was developed using an iterative process that started with developing a series of maps based on the 
crash data: 

• A crash mode map, which distinguished the crashes between those involving a pedestrian and those 
involving a cyclist. In total, there were 125 crashes involving a pedestrian and 222 crashes involving 
a cyclist during the study period (Figure 13). Overall, this map visualizes the spatial distribution of 
each type of crash to ensure that the HIN represented both pedestrian and cyclist-involved crashes. 

• A heat map that showed the concentration of individual crash points across Grand Junction. This 
map highlights specific nodes of crashes, such as the intersections near North Avenue with 12th 
Street and near Main Street with 5th Street.  

• A heat map by road segment, which paired individual crashes with the existing road network to 
visualize a raw, data-driven high injury network. The result of pairing the crashes to the small road 
segments (about one block length) was a preliminary HIN. 

Each map illustrated crash trends through a slightly different analytical perspective, which helped inform the 
HIN. The Active Transportation HIN was drawn based on this initial set of maps to represent the corridors with 
the highest concentration of pedestrian and cyclist-involved crashes. 
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Findings 
Between 2016 and 2020 there were 347 crashes in Grand Junction involving a person walking or biking, an 
average of one every 5 – 6 days, including 222 cyclist-involved crashes and 125 pedestrian-involved crashes. 
Forty-two of these crashes (about 13%) resulted in severe bodily injury or death (Figure 13). 

 

FIGURE 13: PEDESTRIAN AND CYCLIST SAFETY FINDINGS 

The Active Transportation HIN map is shown in Figure 14, and represents streets where a disproportionally 
high number of citywide crashes involving people walking or biking have occurred.  
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About 84% of all pedestrian and cyclist-involved crashes occurred 
on just 5% of city streets, which are identified as part of the Active 
Transportation High Injury Network.  

In addition to the Active Transportation HIN, this map also illustrates the location where all 347 pedestrian 
and cyclist-involved crashes occurred in the city between 2016 and 2020. 
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Pedestrian & Bicycle Demand 
This section summarizes analysis of existing pedestrian and bicycle activity and demand in Grand Junction. 
Existing demand was estimated using two sources of data: 

• Input from the community through the online interactive map (which included over 1,000 comments) 
and the community open house (which drew about 80 attendees). 

• From Big Data sources through Strava, which is a mobile app used by people walking, running, and 
biking. 

Community Input 
For a summary of community input on areas of significant pedestrian and bicycle demand, refer to 
Community Engagement Findings: Geographic Input. 

Strava Heatmap 
Strava is a mobile app that enables users to track physical exercise including biking, running, hiking, and 
walking using GPS. The platform records these trips and allows users to share their activities. Users of the 
platform track recreational activities, but a growing share of users are tagging their activity as commutes. In 
many cities commutes are the primary activity recorded on Strava.  

Through all of these public recordings, Strava collects data on origin-destination patterns and popular routes 
and corridors, aggregating and deidentifying unique users. They publish a publicly-available Global Heatmap 
similar to the images shown in Figure 15 through Figure 18, and share some additional data with 
transportation planning firms by request through an application for Strava Metro access. The data in the 
maps in Figure 15 through Figure 18 cannot be downloaded, but readers interested in exploring the data in 
greater detail can do so at https://Strava.com/heatmap. 

Transportation planners recognize the value of this anonymized data to better understand pedestrian and 
bicycle demand in a transportation network. It should be acknowledged that there is an inherent bias in the 
data as it represents primarily recreational trips and all trips represented were made by users of the app, 
which is a small percentage of all walk and bike trips. However, the data is still useful as it can offer a proxy 
for larger active transportation patterns. For example, people walking and biking for recreation often choose 
routes along streets that feel more comfortable and safe, in a way similar to people walking and biking for 
utilitarian reasons.  
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The data shows that bicycle demand by Strava users is concentrated along key regional and recreational connections including Monument Road, 
the Riverfront Trail, C1/2 Road, K Road, I Road, and H Road (Figure 15). 

 

FIGURE 15: STRAVA HEATMAP OF BICYCLE DEMAND, CITYWIDE (DEC 2021-NOV 2022) 

 

In the core of the city the data shows that bicycle demand by Strava users is noticeable at key river and railroad crossings like Broadway/CO-340, 
25 Road, 29 Road, 7th Street, and 9th Street. These crossings are key connections to access the Riverfront Trail and the downtown core. This data 
shows that people biking choose to avoid the 5th Street crossing, instead opting for Broadway, the multi-use trail bridge at West Main Street, 7th 
Street, and 9th Street to cross the railroad tracks, and Broadway and the multi-use trail bridge at Eagle Rim Park to cross the Colorado River.  
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Popular north-south corridors include 25 Road, 25 ½ Road, 1st Street, 7th Street, 10th Street, 15th Street (north of Patterson Road), and 29 Road 
(Figure 16). Frequent east-west corridors include Orchard Avenue, Elm Avenue, Gunnison Avenue, Grand Avenue, Main Street, Riverside Parkway, 
and C ½ Road. Bicycle activity by Strava users is conspicuously absent from the heatmap on Patterson Road and North Avenue. This may be due 
to the high bicycle Level of Traffic Stress on these roads, influenced by the number of lanes, higher speeds, and higher volumes on these roads, 
with relatively narrow sidewalks, directly attached in many places to the roadway. 

 

 

FIGURE 16: STRAVA HEATMAP OF BICYCLE DEMAND, CITY CORE (DEC 2021-NOV 2022) 
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Citywide pedestrian demand by Strava users is concentrated along key regional and recreational connections including Monument Road, the 
Riverfront Trail, C1/2 Road, K Road, I Road, and H Road (Figure 17). 

 

FIGURE 17: STRAVA HEATMAP OF PEDESTRIAN DEMAND, CITYWIDE (DEC 2021-NOV 2022)
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In the core of the city, pedestrian demand by Strava users is concentrated at key river and railroad crossings like Broadway, 25 Road, 7th Street, 
and 9th Street (Figure 18). These crossings are key connections to access the Riverfront Trail and the downtown core. This data shows that people 
walking choose to avoid the 5th Street and 29 Road crossing as compared to the other crossings, particularly 7th Street, the most popular route 
across the railroad tracks for pedestrians. 

Popular north-south corridors include 7th Street, 10th Street, and 12th Street. Common east-west corridors for pedestrians include Orchard Avenue, 
Elm Avenue, Gunnison Avenue, Main Street, Riverside Parkway, and C ½ Road.  

 

FIGURE 18: STRAVA HEATMAP OF PEDESTRIAN DEMAND, CITY CORE (OCT 2021-SEPT 2022)
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Community Engagement 
Findings 
Introduction 
The following sections summarize input gathered through the project’s first round of community engagement. 
The public submitted input during the first round over a two-month period in September and October 2022 
through an online survey and interactive map, an in-person open house, a 17-member project Steering 
Committee of Grand Junction residents, through nine different focus groups, at several intercept events 
throughout the community, and from comments received on the project website. All input tied to specific 
locations is summarized in the Geographic Input section. Figure 20 provides a summary of all community 
engagement and participation, which resulted in over 2,000 touch points with the community combined. 

 

FIGURE 19: EXAMPLES OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT FOR THE PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE PLAN 
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FIGURE 20: SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

Survey Results 
The city opened the online survey for two months, from the end of August to end of October, and advertised it 
to the entire community. It offered an option for respondents to take the survey in Spanish. A total of 669 
members of the community participated in the survey, including four in Spanish. The survey results are 
summarized below. 
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Almost all respondents live in Grand Junction (92%), with 44% also going to work or school in the city, and 
19% visiting the city for shopping, services, or recreation (Figure 23). Notably, local business owners are well-
represented, with almost one-tenth of all respondents owning a business in Grand Junction (9%). 

 

FIGURE 23: PRIMARY RESPONDENT ASSOCIATION WITH GRAND JUNCTION 

Overall Findings 

When asked about their primary mode of transportation, almost three-quarters of respondents drive (72%), 
and almost one-quarter of respondents bike or e-bike (23%). It should be noted that this question allowed 
survey respondents to select just one mode of transportation, so Figure 24 does not reflect secondary and 
tertiary mode choices. 

 

FIGURE 24: TYPICAL MODE OF TRANSPORTATION 
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The top barriers respondents identified to biking were uncomfortable or unsafe streets (77%), lack of paths or 
trails (63%), and feeling unsafe crossing major streets (57%), as shown in Figure 28.  

The similarity in factors between these two questions indicate the greatest barriers to address are: 

• Missing active transportation infrastructure, including gaps in the pedestrian and bicycle network 

• Perceived uncomfortable or unsafe streets 

• Perceived unsafe crossings at major streets 

 

FIGURE 28: CHALLENGES BIKING 

Figure 29 shows a word cloud of the most common answers when asked to describe the vision for the future 
of walking and biking in Grand Junction using three words. Safety was the most common response, followed 
by access, biking, and connected. Other common themes, such as sidewalks, comfortable, convenient, and 
maintenance also emerged as important components of the community’s vision for walking and biking in 
Grand Junction. 
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FIGURE 29: VISION FOR WALKING AND BIKING IN GRAND JUNCTION (SURVEY) 

A similar set of themes emerged from a similar question asked as part of the open house. Responses are 
shown in Figure 30. 

 

FIGURE 30: VISION FOR WALKING AND BIKING IN GRAND JUNCTION (OPEN HOUSE) 
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The survey asked additional questions of respondents who answered that they are currently a student or have 
a student in their household (30% of respondents). Of these individuals, 51% travel to school by personal 
vehicle, 25% by bike or e-bike, 12% by foot, and 9% by school bus (Figure 31). 

 

FIGURE 31: STUDENT TRANSPORTATION CHOICES 

Of those who walk or bike, 45% travel on a street with no bike lane, 33% travel on a sidewalk or bicycle-
pedestrian path, and 15% travel using an on-street bike lane (Figure 32). Answers to this question 
demonstrate there may be critical corridors on school routes missing pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.  

 

FIGURE 32: INFRASTRUCTURE ON ROUTE TO SCHOOL 
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The following question asked respondents to rank the considerations that most affect their decision to walk or 
bike to school. By final weighted score, the top issues are safety of intersections and crossings, amount of 
traffic along route, and speed of traffic along route. Notably, as compared to the other options, these are all 
elements this plan can address. 

 

FIGURE 33: TOP CONSIDERATIONS IN STUDENT MODE CHOICE 

Key Themes of General Comments  

A total of 593 general comments were received from the public through the online survey, at the open house, 
and through the city’s website. The comments were organized by theme, and the frequency of each theme is 
summarized in Figure 34 (note some comments covered more than one theme). The full list of comments is 
provided in the Appendix. The most common comment, representing 147 of the general comments, wished 
for more bike and trail infrastructure, followed by a desire for more connectivity in the pedestrian and bike 
network (112 comments), and then higher quality protected bike facilities (i.e., bikeways separated from 
traffic by a barrier or curb). Other common themes included wanting more education and awareness of 
people walking and biking (particularly among drivers), more/improved sidewalks, better maintenance of 
sidewalks and bikeways, and improvement of crossings across major streets, rivers, highways, and the 
railroad tracks. 
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FIGURE 34: MOST FREQUENT THEME OF GENERAL COMMENTS 

Several specific comments that were repeated by the public most frequently are summarized below: 

• Would like to use the canals for trails 

• Lots of people bike on sidewalk along busy streets 

• There is an unfriendly bike culture/aggressive drivers, including window tinting making it difficult to 
see drivers 

• Bike lanes are too narrow 

• Bike lanes end abruptly 

• Would like to extend Lunch Loops Trails 

• More signs for wayfinding and regarding share-the-road laws 

• More shade trees and better lighting at night for pedestrians 

• Desire for a car-free Main Street 

Steering Committee 
The city formed a project Steering Committee of residents to provide input and guidance on 
recommendations throughout the process. Members of the Steering Committee play a critical role supporting 
the completion of the plan, serving as a critical sounding board, discussing overall plan direction, reviewing 
project deliverables, vet ideas, and promoting greater community involvement. Most importantly, the Steering 
Committee will help ensure the final plan is inclusive, focuses on equitable distribution of resources, and 
reflects a diverse set of perspectives. 

The city put out a call for applications to the broader community to solicit candidates interested in serving on 
the Steering Committee at the beginning of the project, and received a total of 72 applications. City staff 
whittled these applicants down to 17 members through a vetting process that evaluated them based on 
criteria to reflect the everyday user of the city’s active transportation system, with members demonstrating a 
broad community interest in safe and accessible multimodal transportation. Other criteria used to select 
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members from the pool of applicants included ensuring that the committee was geographically diverse, and 
inclusive of different age groups and professions, who were part of a target demographic or who may through 
their employment represent vulnerable or underrepresented users, such as individuals with disabilities, youth, 
low-income populations, and service industry workers.  

The City Council approved members chosen to participate on the Steering Committee, who were comprised 
of people that geographically represent all “Planning Areas” within the city and who utilize walking or biking as 
their preferred mode of transportation. The committee is nearly equally split between male and female, with 
nine men and seven women. The group has representation from every major age group, including students, 
young professionals, and seniors. Member also represents a variety of interests and life experiences that can 
provide relevant and diverse perspectives throughout the process. Additionally, the Steering Committee 
includes representatives from major institutions in Grand Junction who were identified as critical influences of 
land use and transportation patterns, including CMU and the Veteran’s Administration Hospital. 

The Steering Committee will meet six times over the course of the project at key milestones in the project. 
The first meeting occurred on September 12th to orient the group to the project and collect input on issues, 
concerns, and a vision for improving walking and biking in Grand Junction. Key outcomes of that first meeting 
are summarized below. 

Key Themes 

The first Steering Committee meeting included an overview of the project and solicited input on the major 
barriers to walking and biking in Grand Junction as well as identifying important connections for active 
transportation users. A summary of the key themes that emerged from that first meeting are summarized 
below: 

• Safety – A desire to make the city safer for people walking/rolling and biking ranked as the most 
important issue among the Steering Committee members. 

• Connections – Several key connections were identified by the group, with the following notable 
corridors: C ½ Road/D Road, Broadway, crossings of the railroad tracks, Orchard Avenue, and 
crossing North Avenue. 

• Important Destinations – The Steering Committee identified the following key destinations for active 
transportation users in the Grand Junction: Main Street, Riverfront Trail, Las Colonias Park, CMU, 
Mesa Mall, and Human Service Providers (particularly on North Ave and around downtown). 

• Signage – There was a consistent theme of needing better signage to direct people walking and 
biking. 

• More Facilities – Overall, there was a theme of needing more sidewalks and bike lanes to fill missing 
gaps in the network and to allow people to get around by walking/rolling and biking. 

• Education – The Steering Committee recognized that there should be more education for cyclists and 
drivers on sharing the road, how to ride safely, and how to drive safely when pedestrians and 
bicyclists are present. 
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Focus Groups 
The project team facilitated nine focus groups in September and October 2022 to solicit community input 
from targeted group to guide recommendations in the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. The focus groups provided 
an opportunity for more in-depth conversations between community members and the project team and were 
important to gathering diverse perspectives on the issues, opportunities, and vision of the city’s existing and 
future pedestrian and bike network. The focus groups were selected in order to attain a broader cross-section 
of the population with a focus on groups or individuals that may be hard to reach by other means and for 
whom walking/rolling and biking are of particular importance. 

The focus groups interviewed as part of this plan included: 

1. CMU students 
2. K – 12 students 
3. Steering Committee candidates (those who applied for the Steering Committee, but were not 

selected) 
4. Representatives of Latinx organizations in Grand Junction 
5. Housing providers 
6. The Urban Trails Committee and the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
7. Human services and homeless providers 
8. Public health/senior agencies 
9. Representative from Colorado Discover Ability 

Key Themes 

The outcomes of the focus groups are summarized into the following key themes that were repeated among 
the various groups. Meeting notes from each focus group are provided in the Appendix. 

• Safety – Participants of nearly every focus group expressed that they and others in the community 
would like to walk and bike more but don’t always feel safe because of traffic speed, volume, and lack 
of separated facilities on many streets in Grand Junction. 

• Plan for All Ages – Multiple focus groups repeated a desire for it to be easier/safer for kids to walk 
and bike to school. This was stressed as a high priority. 

• Missing Connections – Missing connections in the pedestrian and bicycle network was repeated as a 
key concern. Several important missing or poor connections were repeated among the focus groups, 
in particular: to downtown, CMU, the Riverfront Trail, and connections across the railroad tracks, 
highways (US 50 and I-70B), and Colorado River. 

• Barriers – The theme of major barriers in the city that are difficult to cross by foot or bike also 
emerged as a common theme. US 50 was repeatedly identified as a major barrier in Orchard Mesa 
neighborhood. Patterson Road and North Ave were also repeatedly identified as both an important 
destination/corridor for people walking and biking and as a barrier for people walking and biking due 
to the speed and volume of traffic and lack of adequate facilities for active transportation users, 
including safe crossings. 
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FIGURE 35: INTERCEPT EVENT AT CMU MESA FEST 

Key Themes 

Participants at the intercept events were directed to provide input via the project website and online survey. 
City staff solicited direct feedback at the events. Key themes from those events are summarized below: 

• Safety Concerns – Many participants noted a need for improved safety for people walking and biking, 
specifically noting drivers turning not yielding to pedestrians at busy intersections, and for kids to be 
able to walk and bike more around town. 

• Missing Connections – The community repeatedly highlighted important connections for walking and 
biking that they would like to see improved, including: 

◦ F ½ Road 

◦ 7th Street 

◦ 9th Street through downtown 

◦ Crossing 12th Street near CMU 

◦ To/from Las Colonias Park 

◦ Patterson Road 

◦ North Avenue intersections 
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Walk and Bike Audits 
The project team hosted a walk audit and bike audit with city staff, stakeholders, and members of the 
Steering Committee. The purpose of the walk and bike audit was to get a better understanding of the 
experience of someone walking/rolling or biking on various streets in Grand Junction as well as provide an 
opportunity for participants to share with the project team pedestrian and bicycle design features they like 
and don’t like. The audits were also used to calibrate and verify the LTS methodology that will be used to 
inform recommendations in the plan. 

 

FIGURE 36: BIKE AUDIT AND WALK AUDIT 

The walk audit followed 7th Street from Grand Avenue to Wellington Avenue, which provided a variety of 
design contexts through a key pedestrian corridor in Grand Junction. The bike audit followed a loop starting 
at 5th Street and White Avenue and traveling along Grand Avenue, 10th Street, through CMU Campus, 
Orchard Avenue, 28 ¼ Road, Hawthorne Ave, 28 Road, Ridge Drive, 27 ½ Road/15th Street, Elm Street, 12th 
Street, North Avenue, 10th Street, and Main Street. The route provided a variety of streets of different volumes 
and lanes and bike facilities ranging from shared streets, bike lanes, trails, and a raised cycle track covering 
streets with all four bicycle LTS levels. 

Key Outcomes 

Some conclusions drawn from the walk audit included: 

• Desire for more separation (buffer) from traffic 

• Need for wider sidewalks 

• Accessibility concerns (such as length of crossing time, ability to reach the push button, and audible 
crossing) 

• Slowing turning vehicle traffic to make it more comfortable at intersections 

• Shade trees 

Some conclusions drawn from the bike audit included: 
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• Bike lanes were nice and participants would like them wider on busier streets or where there are 
parked vehicles 

• Trails are the most comfortable as are low volume, low speed streets 

• The cycle track on 12th Street is nice, but obstacles and driveways add stress 

• Crossing of busier streets can be stressful, especially when the bike lane ends before the intersection 

• At some busy street crossings cyclists have to ride on the sidewalk to the pedestrian push button in 
order to get a green signal 

Geographic Input 
Geolocated input received during the public engagement process includes comments received on the 
interactive online map and in person at the open house, Steering Committee meetings, and intercept events. 
People submitted comments at these in person events by drawing and placing sticky notes and dots on 
printed maps.  

This section summarizes both forms of geographic input.  

Interactive Online Map 

The survey was paired with an interactive online map that allowed users to place markers on a map of Grand 
Junction. 734 unique stakeholders visited the survey and/or the interactive online map. The map received 
1,098 individual comments. 

Map markers also allowed users to enter a more detailed comment and were as follows: 

• I walk/roll and/or bike here 

• I’d like to walk/roll and/or bike here 

• I don’t feel safe walking/rolling here 

• I don’t feel safe biking here 

• Other comment 
 
This section summarizes the overarching concerns by marker type. 
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I walk/roll and/or bike here 

Respondents most commonly walk and/or bike in the downtown core of Grand Junction, as shown in Figure 
37. Specifically, current active transportation hotspots are in the neighborhood southeast of Lincoln Park, 
along Main Street, and where Broadway crosses the railroad (Figure 38). 

The top 10 locations cited by respondents include, in no particular order: 

• Main Street: People love walking here and say it feels safe for people biking. Several comments in 
this marker type and others expressed an interest in closing the street to vehicle traffic. 

• Sherwood Park: People opt to go around the park even though it may be less direct because it’s so 
pleasant, but say it would benefit from traffic calming nearby. 

• 1st Street: Several respondents noted their appreciation of the buffered bike lanes on this corridor 
next to Sherwood Park. 

• Orchard Avenue: Many people walk and bike along the corridor, but say it needs better signage and 
maintenance. 

• C ½ Road: Numerous respondents bike along this corridor, but say it would benefit from better 
signage, bike lanes, and traffic calming. 

• Elm Avenue: People walk and bike here due to the lower traffic volumes. 

• Neighborhood around Chipeta Elementary School: Many people walk and bike here, especially as a 
school route. 

• North Avenue & 10th Street: Many people walking and biking use this intersection to safely cross 
North Avenue. 

• River Crossing between Eagle Rim Park and Las Colonias Park: Several people noted their 
appreciation of this crossing and use it as connection from Orchard Mesa to downtown. 

• Broadway/Pedestrian Bike Bridge Crossing of Railroad: Numerous respondents rely on this area to 
cross the railroad from the Redlands to downtown. 
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FIGURE 37: HEATMAP OF CURRENT WALKING AND BIKING LOCATIONS, CITYWIDE 

 

FIGURE 38: HEATMAP OF CURRENT WALKING AND BIKING LOCATIONS, DOWNTOWN 
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I’d like to walk/roll and/or bike here 

This marker allowed respondents to specify locations they wish to walk and bike. Respondents most 
commonly noted locations in the downtown core of Grand Junction and along Patterson Road and North 
Avenue, as shown in Figure 39 and Figure 40. 

The top 10 locations cited by respondents include, in no particular order: 

• Patterson Road: At several locations along Patterson Road, people commented that they would like 
to use active transportation to access the mall, hospital, and other major destinations, but that better 
bike infrastructure, maintenance, and traffic calming would be needed for them to feel comfortable. 
One respondent also noted that it provides a key connection from Clifton to Grand Junction.  

• North Avenue: Several commenters noted that for them to feel comfortable using North Avenue, the 
corridor needs safer crossings, a complete sidewalk and bike network, traffic calming, and a lower 
speed limit.  

• 12th Street: A few commenters would like to walk and bike along 12th Street, but that it needs more 
frequent and comfortable crossings. They also pointed out that active transportation facilities would 
improve food access by connecting users to shopping, and that they would like a new crossing to 
connect to Riverside Parkway across the railroad tracks. 

• 5th Street: Comments indicated support of wider bike lanes and better bikeway maintenance, as well 
as improved crossings at Colorado Avenue and Grand Avenue. 

• Mesa Mall: Respondents stated that the area around the Mesa Mall feels inaccessible by bike. They 
would like to see traffic calming and an improved crossing(s) of Patterson Road so people don’t have 
to drive across to visit the shopping center on the north side of the roadway. 

• Riverside Parkway/D Road: Users would feel more comfortable using this corridor with more 
comfortable and complete sidewalks and bike lanes, better maintenance, better lighting, and traffic 
calming. They also support better connections across the railroad to connect to the Riverfront Trail. 

• 29 ½ Road: This roadway currently feels unsafe for people walking and biking. Respondents 
requested better, more accessible sidewalks. 

• Canals: Numerous comments requested that the city complete the trail network along the canals and 
create a new bicycle/pedestrian connection where it intersects 28 ½ Road. 

• 9th Street: Commenters would like to use 9th Street more often and requested a better crossing and 
bike lane connection from the Riverfront Trail through Las Colonias Park to downtown.  

• Redlands Parkway/24 Road: Multiple comments in this marker type and others pointed out the 
dangerous crossing of US-50 along this roadway due to high speeds, poor roadway maintenance, 
the blind hill/hill grade, and lack of bike lane. It is also a key connection to the Mesa Mall from the 
south and the only crossing of US-50 in the area. 
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FIGURE 39: HEATMAP OF DESIRED WALKING AND BIKING LOCATIONS, CITYWIDE 

 

FIGURE 40: HEATMAP OF DESIRED WALKING AND BIKING LOCATIONS, DOWNTOWN 
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I don’t feel safe walk ing/rolling here 

Respondents feel most unsafe walking and rolling in the downtown core of Grand Junction, as shown in 
Figure 41 and Figure 42. Specifically, the top 10 most commonly cited unsafe locations by respondents 
include, in no particular order: 

• Broadway: Commenters noted the sidewalk on Broadway is too narrow in many locations and that 
the corridor needs better signage alerting drivers to the presence of active transportation users. They 
also pointed out the need for a separate protected bike lane to create unique spaces for people 
walking/rolling and for people biking. 

• Monument Road: Multiple respondents noted the challenges of walking and rolling on this roadway, 
due to missing sidewalks, speeding drivers, and lack of crosswalks to access trailheads and climbing 
areas along the corridor. At the north end, people noted concerns about the poor crossing of 
Broadway to access Safeway. Separately, people also commented on the chip seal roadway surface 
making it difficult to bike. 

• Main Street West of 1st Street: Several comments pointed out challenges walking on Main Street 
west of 1st Street due to the poor roadway surface condition, inconsistently marked bike and roadway 
lanes, and uncomfortable crossings. One stated the interchange at Main Street and 1st Street 
needed design improvements, particularly to lengthen crossing times. Another pointed out issues 
with pedestrian-vehicle conflicts at the crossing at Spruce Street and Main Street.  

• 1st Street & Grand Avenue: Commenters remarked that this is a dangerous intersection, especially 
due to the lack of pedestrian refuge islands. 

• 12th Street: Numerous respondents felt unsafe walking along this corridor due to narrow sidewalks 
and poor crossings (especially of North Avenue). They also noted aggressive, speeding drivers who 
did not adhere to RRFBs installed in the area. They thought better signage and additional traffic 
calming could make the corridor safer, especially around the nearby elementary school.  

• Patterson Road & 28 1/4 Road: Multiple comments indicated concerns about drivers running this 
light and turning against walk signals without checking for or noticing pedestrians. 

• 7th Street: Concerns noted along 7th Street include those about speeding drivers, lack of crossings 
apart from that at Gunnison Avenue, and poor intersection visibility due to parked vehicles and 
foliage.  

• G Road: Comments noted that G Road feels unsafe to walk or bike due to the lack of bike 
infrastructure and poor crossings. 

• 24 ½ Road: Respondents feel unsafe walking on 24 ½ Road due to missing sidewalks and the need 
for additional pedestrian crossings between business areas and new neighborhoods. 

• Las Colonias Park: People expressed concerns about late-night activity in the park and the need for 
better lighting and police enforcement. The pedestrian and bicycle traffic flow on the Riverfront Trail 
is a concern, with people not staying to one side, no enforcement of the dog leash law, and users 
frequently blocking the entire trail, especially in the Las Colonias Park area. 
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FIGURE 41: HEATMAP OF LOCATIONS RESPONDENTS FEEL UNSAFE WALKING/ROLLING, CITYWIDE 

 

FIGURE 42: HEATMAP OF LOCATIONS RESPONDENTS FEEL UNSAFE WALKING/ROLLING, DOWNTOWN 
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I don’t feel safe bik ing here 

Respondents feel most unsafe biking in the Grand Junction downtown core and northwest area of the city, as 
shown in Figure 43 and Figure 44. Specifically, the top 10 most commonly cited unsafe locations by 
respondents include, in no particular order: 

• Redlands Parkway & Broadway: Commenters indicated that this intersection is uncomfortable if 
walking or biking due to speeding drivers, inadequate crossing times, and issues with glare. 
Comments nearby on Broadway noted missing sidewalks and bike infrastructure, and the lack of bike 
infrastructure on Redlands Parkway.  

• Redlands Parkway/24 Road: Multiple comments in this marker type and others pointed out the 
dangerous crossing of US-50 along this roadway due to high speeds, poor roadway maintenance, 
the blind hill/hill grade, and lack of bike lane. It is also a key connection to the Mesa Mall from the 
south and the only crossing of US-50 in the area. 

• Riverside Parkway/25 Road: Numerous comments in this area south of US-50 remarked on safety 
issues, including poor bikeway maintenance, dangerous right-turning traffic and red light running, the 
bike lane crossing high speed/high volume traffic, poor lighting and signage, inadequate pedestrian 
crossing times, and poor visibility. This is a key connection to the Riverfront Trail. 

• 25 Road: North of the US-50 crossing, respondents had concerns about the 25 Road corridor 
lacking sidewalks and bike infrastructure, on a roadway with high traffic volumes and speeds. 

• Main Street: driver-bike conflicts at 7th & Main roundabout, bike lane inconsistent, drivers do not see 
or yield to bike traffic, desire to close street to vehicle traffic 

• Riverside Parkway & 9th Street: Comments expressed concerns about this being an unsafe crossing. 

• 12th Street: People noted concerns about this corridor, which has no bike lanes, but high traffic 
volumes and speeds, limited visibility, and uncomfortable crossings, particularly at Patterson Road 
and North Avenue. Commenters have seen people running lights on the corridor.  

• 29 Road: Respondents indicated concerns about high traffic speeds and unsafe crossings on this 
roadway, particularly at the 29 Road and C ½ intersection that people use to access the Riverfront 
Trail. They note the bridge crossing over I-70 business loop feeling dangerous, and poor bikeway 
maintenance (where they exist). One commenter was hit by a driver while biking on this roadway. 

• Orchard Avenue: Many comments expressed issues with this corridor, including inconsistent bike 
facilities (especially near schools), aggressive drivers, illegal parking in the bike lane, people riding on 
the sidewalk, and frequent curb cuts/driveways. People feel unsafe at many crossings, especially at 
28 Road, 15th Street, and 7th Street.  

• 7th Street: Respondents noted poor maintenance, missing bike lanes, aggressive drivers, and 
infrequent and poor crossings (especially at Main Street, North Avenue, Orchard Avenue, Horizon 
Drive, Patterson Road, and between CMU and GJHS). 
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FIGURE 43: HEATMAP OF LOCATIONS RESPONDENTS FEEL UNSAFE BIKING, CITYWIDE 

 

FIGURE 44: HEATMAP OF LOCATIONS RESPONDENTS FEEL UNSAFE BIKING, DOWNTOWN 
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Open House Geographic Comments 

The community open house on September 14th also provided an opportunity through a floor map exercise for 
the community to identify locations throughout Grand Junction where they currently walk and bike, where 
they would like to walk and bike and where they don’t feel comfortable walking and biking due to the 
infrastructure (see Figure 45). 

 

FIGURE 45: FLOOR MAP EXCERCISE AT THE COMMUNITY OPEN HOUSE 

Comments received in person at the community open house flagged many of the same challenges as those 
received on the online interactive map (Figure 46). A large share of concerns concentrated on safety issues 
at major crossings of the railroad and highway, again highlighting the areas around Redlands Parkway/24 
Road, Broadway, and Riverside Parkway. 7th Street, 12th Street, Orchard Avenue, North Avenue, and 7th/Main 
Street in the core of the city were also highlighted as important corridors   for walking and biking and/or 
places people currently don’t feel comfortable walking and biking. 
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FIGURE 46: IN PERSON COMMENT MAP
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Summary 
This report provided an assessment of the existing conditions and needs of the pedestrian and bicycle 
network in Grand Junction and key findings of the first round of community engagement for the Pedestrian & 
Bicycle Plan that occurred in September and October of 2022. Key findings from these two major analytical 
elements of the active transportation system in Grand Junction are summarized below and will be used to 
inform recommendations in the city’s Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. 

Existing Conditions Assessment 

• Relevant Plans – The document provides a summary of key outcomes of existing relevant plans and 
documents, including the One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan, the Grand Junction Circulation 
Plan, the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Plan, Grand Junction’s Complete Streets Policy, the 
Fire Code, and the Zoning and Development Code. The Active Transportation Corridors will be 
updated as part of the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan and will become the vision for the future bike 
network and key pedestrian corridors in Grand Junction. 

• Existing Pedestrian Network – Maps illustrate the existing pedestrian network in Grand Junction, 
including which streets have attached sidewalks, detached sidewalks, or no sidewalks. The map 
identifies key missing gaps in the pedestrian network in the city. Of particular importance are streets 
with missing or inadequate sidewalks along the Active Transportation Corridors, collector and arterial 
streets, and at major crossings of the Colorado River, railroad tracks, and highways. 

• Existing Bicycle Network – Maps illustrate the existing bicycle network in Grand Junction, including 
where there are existing multi-use trails, streets with bike lanes, and signed bike routes. Of particular 
importance are streets with missing or inadequate bike facilities along the Active Transportation 
Corridors, at major crossings of the Colorado River, railroad tracks, and highways, and where there 
are missing links in the network. 

• Level of Traffic Stress Maps – The report develops a methodology and maps showing the Level of 
Traffic Stress (LTS) on a scale of 1 to 4 for both pedestrians and bicyclists on all streets in Grand 
Junction. Streets with LTS 1 and 2 are considered low stress, while streets with LTS 3 or 4 are 
considered higher stress for people walking and biking. The LTS maps will be a critical component is 
developing recommendations for the active transportation network and street design as part of the 
Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. 

• Active Transportation High Injury Network – An Active Transportation High Injury Network (HIN) Map 
was developed representing the streets with the highest concentration of pedestrian and bicycle 
involved crashes in the city. The HIN map shows that over 80% of pedestrian and bicycle crashes 
occur on just 5% of city streets. Focusing resources and investment on upgrading active 
transportation facilities and making safety improvements on these streets will have the greatest 
impact on improving bicycle and pedestrian safety in Grand Junction. The HIN is an important 
evaluation tool for project prioritization. 

• Pedestrian and Bicycle Demand – In addition to community input which helped reveal important 
corridors for people walking and biking (discussed in the Community Engagement Findings section), 
Strava (a Big Data provider) highlighted important corridors in the city for people walking and biking. 
This showed key corridors through downtown as well as popular routes used to cross the Colorado 
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River and railroad tracks that should be considered as part of planning the future pedestrian and 
bicycle network. 

Community Engagement Findings 
The city conducted comprehensive community engagement as part of the planning process to solicit input to 
inform recommendations in the Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan. Engagement included an online survey with an 
interactive webmap, an in-person community open house, nine focus group meetings, a dozen intercept 
events across the city, and formation of a 17-person resident Steering Committee that will guide the direction 
of the project. In all, over 2,000 touch points were made with the community through this process including 
over 660 survey responses, and over 1,000 comments on the interactive webmap. 

This report provides a summary of the feedback received from the community through this engagement 
process. A brief summary of key highlights is provided below: 

• Improve Traffic Safety – Safety emerged from the visioning process at the open house and online 
survey as a top theme, as well as the focus groups and initial meeting with the Steering Committee. A 
lot of people would like to walk and bike more and would like kids to be able to walk and bike more in 
Grand Junction, but don’t feel safe doing so in many areas of the city. 

• Improve Active Transportation Infrastructure – The community consistently reiterated their desire for 
more sidewalks, wider sidewalks, more bike trails, more bike lanes, wider bike lanes, and more 
facilities separated from traffic on busy, higher-speed streets.  

• Missing Connections – The public acknowledged many great existing walk and bike facilities in Grand 
Junction, including the Riverfront Trail, but because there are missing connections in the network, 
and due to difficulty crossing major streets, many people are not able to or do not feel comfortable 
walking and biking places. 

• Key Destinations – Several important destinations were reiterated by the community, including 
downtown, the Riverfront Trail, CMU, Mesa Mall, K-12 schools, and medical clinics and businesses, 
particularly along North Avenue and Patterson Road. 

• Key Connections Across Barriers – A common theme emerged in discussion and feedback received 
by the community is that there are a limited number of ways to cross the Colorado River, railroad 
tracks, and highways (including US 50 and I-70B) and many of the existing corridors across these 
barriers do not adequately support people walking/rolling and biking. These connections are critical 
for people to connect from downtown, CMU, and the Mesa Mall on the north side of the city to the 
Riverfront Trail, the Redlands, and Orchard Mesa on the south side of the city. 

• Riverfront Trail – The Riverfront Trail is a key east-west connection for both recreational and utilitarian 
active transportation in Grand Junction and connecting to/from the Riverfront Trail should be an 
important aspect of the future pedestrian and bicycle network. 

• Unmet Demand – The community would like to be able to walk and bike more frequently and to more 
places in Grand Junction, but are not comfortable doing so due to inadequate infrastructure and key 
missing connections in the pedestrian and bicycle network. 95% of survey respondents said they 
would like to be able to walk and bike more in Grand Junction. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS & NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
 
 

APPENDIX A: 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
RECEIVED 
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Wash could be options) 3 make bike/pedestrian signal buttons more convenient 
when they are far from the actual crossing (N. Ave and 10th, where many CMU 
students, etc cross) is one example. (some newer intersections have done that). 4 
Improve wayfinding signs by moving the map lower (many signs have an upper 
green sign showing distances to various points and right below it a map - the sign 
is easy to read but the map is too small and high to be easily read - this would be 
an easy fix. 5 consider opening the Highline Canal ditch bank along Matchett Park 
to the public, if the city has that ownership or easement - is high enough for great 
views and could help break the canal bank barrier. 6 complete the detached path 
along the north side of S. Camp - that will help complete the Redlands Loop 
without crossing S. Camp once the Monument II trail is built. 7 Make sure new 
subdivisions have as many connecting paths between homes as possible to kids 
can easily visit friends without having to navigate busy streets. Also continue 
adding paths to canal banks wherever possible to play for future canal bank 
trails.(this already done in many places I am aware of) 8 try to keep bike lanes as 
clean as possible. In particular, Monument Rd heading down is often so full of 
sand and gravel its hard not to swerve out onto the road, at least on a road bike 
(Monument II will help correct this). I greatly appreciate this effort and all the 
other ideas I saw last night and think this will go a long way towards making GJ 
and better place to travel car-free for pleasure, shopping and work. 
 

 
∙ Feb 21, 2023 ∙ 12:33pm 
Can you give us more information on the Shared Micromobility? Selected 
companies, exact launch date? 
 

 
∙ Feb 10, 2023 ∙ 10:25am 
This is a great thing for Grand Junction and I applaud the foresight for bringing 
this forward. The one thing I see as a vital piece missing is the utilization of the 
canal system. While I understand these are corporately owned parcels and cause 
a lot of stir when brought into this conversation, they are existing natural 
pathway that cross through the entire city. The views are great from many 
sections and the grades are relatively flat. They are a pedestrian/bicycle 
superhighway that already intersects a vast majority of the city. The cost saving 
and safety improvements from incorporating these into a master plan would be 
great. The irrigation companies need to be brought on board with the fact that 
the utilization of these pathway is for public benefit. There are plenty of city’s 
that have symbiotic relationships with their irrigation districts for the utilization 
of their Maintance roads. 
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∙ Feb 5, 2023 ∙ 4:17pm 
The rough draft of this plan looks incredibly well thought out from a layperson's 
perspective. I have to commend the team working on this. I hope that momentum 
is able to continue so that we can have a profitable and healthy city. 
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Public Comments on GJSpeaks.org – September - October 2022 – Existing 
Conditions 
 

 
∙ Sep 15, 2022 ∙ 8:29pm 
As a firefighter for the city it would be great to see improvements made to result 
in lowering our call volume of avoidable accidents. My wife works at SMH and is 
also currently attending CMU, both of which are popular places for these 
accidents to occur. Getting a call at either location always makes me nervous that 
she is potentially who was hit. I believe that raised crosswalks similar to 1st St 
would prevent these accidents from being as frequent. 7th St from Patterson to 
Bookcliff, and 12th St from Orchard to North Ave I believe are the worst and 
would benefit from these. 
 

 
∙ Sep 16, 2022 ∙ 9:15am 
On Redlands, South Broadway has no shoulder. Bicyclists are allowed to use a full 
lane. The law requires a 3’ buffer. How does someone driving a full sized pickup 
or SUV leave a 3’ space if cyclists are using a full lane? Do the math. 
 

 
∙ Sep 16, 2022 ∙ 11:51am 
I would love to see a pedestrian and cycling overpass/underpass across 12th to 
CMU. It’s such a congested area with a history of accidents, it could be a practical 
and potentially beautiful solution to this problem! 
 

 
∙ Sep 17, 2022 ∙ 1:27pm 
The Northeast corner of Orchard/28 1/4 RD is unsafe for wheelchair users. The 
slope of the wheelchair ramps are extreme when rounding the corner on the 
sidewalk, causing my chair to tip sideways. The bike lane coming down 28 1/4 
Rd. suddenly jumps over a lane when crossing Orchard, and is also unsafe. 
 

 
∙ Oct 19, 2022 ∙ 9:20am 
There are some great resources with the Strong Towns nonprofit that relate to 
making more profitable and pedestrian friendly cities. Many changes to make our 
city more economical seem counter-intuitive to standard infrastructure 
improvement practices, but the data back them up. For example, making streets 
feel less safe for drivers (making them narrower, adding trees to the sides, etc.), 
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actually makes them safer for pedestrians because drivers naturally slow down. 
This kind of thinking could have been applied to the First and Grand intersection, 
which was "improved" by designing faster car throughput, which makes it 
significantly less safe for pedestrians and cyclists. More pedestrians and cyclists 
is financially beneficial for our city. Less need for vehicles frees up resources for 
low income to spend on other basic needs. Less infrastructure wear and tear. 
More dense shopping and more taxes collected from buildings that were once on 
parking lots. Less money spent on healthcare as folks are healthier from not 
having to sit in a car, and the list goes on. Denser downtowns produce more tax $ 
per acre and require less infrastructure maintenance. We (GJ) could go so far as 
to hire Urban3 to do a fiscal analysis, but only need to look at their hundreds of 
existing analysis' to see these trends. I am very excited that GJ has this initiative 
and am ready to volunteer my time to improve our great city to this initiative! 
Sources (I would be ecstatic if someone reads these): 
https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2021/8/6/the-key-to-slowing-traffic-is-
street-design-not-speed-limits 
https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2018/1/16/why-walkable-streets-are-
more-economically-productive-3bzg5 Urban3: https://www.urbanthree.com/ 
 

 
∙ Oct 21, 2022 ∙ 12:27pm 
A fundamental change needs to take place..... placing more focus on 
Bike/Pedestrian access as it relates to business city center..... For example, North 
Ave is lined with business, neighborhoods, lincoln park and a university. Yet the 
city still treats the traffic flow on North Ave as a priority. The priority needs to be 
pedestrian and bike access to the thousands of people that live city 
center...alongside North Ave and the businesses and university. It should be more 
efficient for pedestrians and bikes to access this corridor. Bike Lanes on North 
Ave, 30 MPH speed limit and the addition of multiple cross walks should be 
added. You want to create access and efficiency between the people and 
businesses they visit. Instead what we have seen is the push to increase the flow 
of traffic....and restrict access and efficiency by elimination left turns onto north 
and installing bus turn outs that insure that the pace of traffic is sped up..... see 
the focus of public trans port was relegated to second place in an effort to keep 
the cars moving..... Thats not what you want to do in high density city centers full 
of businesses like found along north ave. Will traffic be slower and 
congested...yes, with the area thrive and grow....yes. 
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APPENDIX B: FOCUS GROUP MEETING NOTES   1 
 
 

Existing Conditions & Needs Assessment   

Latino/LEP Spanish Speaking Focus Group 

 9/12/2022 @ 3:00 PM 

Giselle; Hispanic Affairs Project – non-profit; main goal is to integrate immigrants into the community; low cost 
legal assistance; mesa county community; doesn’t like driving, so biking and walking is most important to her; 
many immigrants do not have license to drive so need other ways to be safe and get around 

How do you or people you work with travel in Grand Junction 

• Work from home; try to drive least as possible 
• Some clients come to her, or meet virtually, or take Sunshine rides (free taxi) 
• Some clients travel to her office by bike 
• Clients she works with – typically they have personal vehicles or ways of getting to her; if not, she 

goes to them 
• Many aren’t used to technology or google maps; many don’t speak English 

Where do you or people you serve most frequently walk or bike? Where would you like to walk or bike? 

• Any place downtown 
• North avenue is popular; right now a lot of construction so people don’t feel comfortable driving or 

accessing north avenue  
• North avenue – lots of CMU students on bikes 
• Walking she felt safe on 12th avenue; PHB not a street light (confirm this) 
• Couldn’t walk to the library 
• Distance is a larger barrier to chose walking 
• Heat or weather is also a factor about walking or not 
• Looking for regional transportation (i.e. medical appointments in Denver) 
• Do not want to be out in the dark walking or biking 

From the CMU perspective 

• Her job and classes were on campus; relied on friends for rides 
• Rite Aid – went for groceries or cleaning supplies 

Any specific streets that are safety concerns 

• Orchard and 12th intersection – people do not stop 
• One-way streets downtown (both walking and driving) 
• North Avenue  
• Bike lane on Gunnison – people parallel park, but they park into the bike lane; concerned about 

dooring with bike lanes; avoid parallel parking because don’t want to open door into bike lane 
• Depending where people come from, roadways are very different here. 
• Cars are necessary in many locations.  
• Trying to get somewhere with high traffic, how do you walk and bike in those areas that are very high 

traffic?  
• How do you get somewhere without using I70 
• Getting more roundabouts – how do you walk or bike through a roundabout? 

o How do we design for roundabouts with the correct bike and ped infrastructure 
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• Drivers tests are now in Spanish too – how does that impact roadway signage around GJ? Can 
people read street signs? And way finding signs? How to identify what are the right routes? 
Wayfinding signage in infrastructure and Spanish? Infrastructure more intuitive even if you don’t’ 
read?  

• How do you funnel people to where people want to be crossing? 
• Things like the walk sign and ped push buttons are new things for immigrants; many countries do not 

have that 
• Need to make signs more universal  
• More crosswalks in general would be nice; going to dinner is challenging for because she has to walk 

out of the way to use a push button and cross the street 
o Near Old Chicago on North Avenue (nothing between 1st Ave and 5th on North0 
o Trying to get across 1st is challenging  

• Brighter colors for bike lanes 
• Sometimes walking instead of biking because there is no bike rack or not a safe place to park bike; 

more general comment then specific location 
• Apartment complex – where do you store your bike; does the city need policy around bike storage? 
• E-scooters; will probably see in GJ in April 2023 
• Biker education “on your left”  
• Connectivity (Paterson – example st marys to hospital); beautiful bike lanes and then they end; many 

key destinations in this area 

 

Steering Committee Candidates  

9/12/2022 @ 5:30 PM 

George W Manning – new board member for one riverfront; active in cycling; visiting and living here for last 
40 years; interested cycling and walking for community health aspect and make it easier 

David Lehmann – used to be on urban trails committee; does a lot of walking and cycling in town; feel pretty 
safe; even where there’s bike lanes, it can be scary in when there’s a lot of traffic; a lot of potential for active 
transportation; level and good weather 

Bernie Smith – lived in GJ for over a year;  moved from front range; cycling advocacy in Iowa and in 
Longmont; would like to see improvements for walking and rolling; down to one car; make it easier to get 
around without driving  

What do you see as the biggest barriers to biking, for you/your group?  

• Traffic hazards/ don’t feel safe; don’t have dedicated spaces 
• Connectors within neighborhood aren’t always called out on city map (might be grass or dirt paths); 

don’t have enough connections; often these connect culdesacs or dead ends; G road in particular 
seems discontinuous 

• D road – does not feel comfortable; traffic is fast; small shoulder; walking is also scary in addition to 
biking; speeds and volumes feel high; truck traffic feels high at certain times a day; street design to 
slow people down  

• Would have biked, but there’s a large gap along the river trail; would have had to think really hard  
• Streets that should be connections – D road; slow down traffic, separate bike lane  
• 29 road is also  
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• C ½ is not bad because there’s not much traffic, but it would be nice to have the trail; however, 
people don’t want to be on the road; however, this area is not walkable because there’s no 
pedestrian infrastructure 

• Recent deaths in town make people nervous 
• Few people feel comfortable traveling between mall and riverfront trail along 24th road; need a 

connection over that barrier 
• Wanting to connect more canals to bike paths; common thing that has come up; prioritize only the 

transportation NEEDS, not the recreation 
• Add the extra wayfinding routes 
• Guessing best route to go from river to downtown  
• Railroad tracks provide a barrier 
• US 50 provides a barrier 
• If people don’t want to go 24 road to river trail, go out of way to 20 road; 20 road feels safer, but  
• Getting over to trail from north west sometimes challenging to river 
• Riverfront trail is a main connector; pleasant, controlled environment (getting to it is the challenge) 
• Connections to Riverfront trail and then connections from riverfront trail to downtown 

What can the city do to improve conditions for biking and walking? 

• Protected or separated bike lanes 
• Intersection treatments 
• Bike boulevards could be a tool (sort of like neighborhood bikeways) or shared streets? 
• Urban trails survey – separated bike path/trails increase use; off-street trails are the attractor for 

people feeling comfortable; and if not off-street, separated  
• 5th and 6th street planned to be separated bikeway 
• Patterson bike lanes –  
• More people riding e-bikes; make bike lanes wider so people can pass 

Are there changes you think should be made to the active transportation corridors? 

• Wayfinding routes; typically on local streets or collectors; look at this because this could be the back 
bone for bike boulevards/neighborhood bikeways 

• 10th – crossing grand and Gunnison 
• Research cedar rapids, Iowa 

How to prioritize recommended projects 

• Urban trails committee has about 55 projects/prioritizations- can be a starting point 
• How does this affect the homeless population; check with soup kitchens to see homeless community 

since they use bicycle infrastructure often 
• Focus on projects that benefit the most people (HIN); take care of the problem areas first 
• Make improvements on parallel routes to get bikers off high traffic roadways; some people may not 

do that through because its not where the destinations are 
• Find 3 or 4 things that would be a major change that would get people excited 
• Interconnected system where any ages and abilities feel comfortable 

Transportation and Housing Focus Group  

September 13, 2022 

Jodie Visconti – majority of clients are on foot, bike, walkers, or wheel chairs; number of very serious 
accidents involving bikes and pedestrians over the last few years so important to have safe environment for 
those folks 
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Jodie Deers (Colorado mesa) – Getting from D road to CMU is challenging; education around bike/vehicle 
interactions 

Ashley Chambers – important for affordable housing; transportation tends to be 25-28% of household 
income, so would like to reduce those costs; children biking/walking independently can be scary for parents 

Ann (americor housing fellow) – walking and biking to make GJ more affordable; important for sustainability 
reasons; living in more walkable areas create a tight knit community 

Kevin Spur (grand junction housing authority) – a lot of clients using bikes; new locations isn’t conducive for 
biking or walking; 25 road is not ideal; bus stop is also not ideal; no sidewalk connections from bus stops 

Biggest barriers to walking and biking in GJ 

• Biking feels unsafe; for someone who doesn’t bike much, it feels unsafe throughout the city; if there 
was more infrastructure, would be more excited to 

• Lack in density in parts of the city that would make sense for more people to walk or bike (things are 
too far apart) 

• Safety on riverfront trail is ideal; this trail is really nice 
• CMU students – city adopted 10th street and this has been a good pathway to the downtown, but 

once you get downtown there is no where to lock bikes. This prohibits students from locking bikes. 
10th street has a lot of stop signs; students often ignore these stop signs; stop signs are an issues; hit 
stop sign every 2 intersections 

• 12th street is scary 
• Education piece is important 
• Kids that don’t drive – don’t know rules of road; how do we have bike safety and education to all 

ages; also important for people driving and biking 
• Under age 16 requires helmets, but enforcement is lacking;  
• 25th is not ideal; avoid on bike 
• 25 ½ isn’t bad – bike lane is nice 
• CMU students travel between WCCC and university; wccc is another campus (technical focus 

classes); not a CMU shuttle service 
• Patterson is an issue – not an east/west corridor in this area; three’s a lot of driveways and hard to 

bikeway (TEDS Manual – how you design a sidewalk over driveways so there’s not sloping up and 
down) Orchard and paterson road on 1st Street – example of sidewalks jotting out 

• North avenue – many locations without sidewalks 
• 29th ½ road is high walk area (career center area) 
• How do wheel chairs maneuver this area 
• Radius for GJ high school is 3 miles (must walk or bike); most parents are driving their kids because 

they don’t want their kids to walk or bike; go on north avenue because there’s crossings across 
major intersection, but north avenue is not ideal. But side streets don’t have crossings across major 
streets 

• Disconnect – d road to downtown 
• Looking at upcoming development, specifically affordable development; 2814 patterson road – not 

ideal for biking or walking 
• By community hospital (south of 70 ) 

o We have this mapped somewhere – double check affordable housing development in GIS 
layer 

o Mobile home or Manufactured housing subdivisions – also pull where these occur and see 
how that relates to access 

o School age kid should be priority to get to school (3 miles feels like a far distance) 
• Access to public transportation is important 
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• Does housing authority have good data about where people who have vouchers where they live – 
could this be a priority? Figure out where the clusters are focused (limited set of land lords accepting 
vouchers, so likely clustered); ashley will ask for this 

• Access to grocery stores; several housing downtown (st. martin shuttle help get residents to Walmart 
for grocery shopping on Thursdays); a lot of people are shopping at convenience stores because it’s 
the closest locations (not healthy and expensive) 

• How to immerse CMU students with the downtown and around town 
• Safe routes to school – there’s currently an app and not well broadcasted  

What can the city do: 

• More multi-use paths – split bikes from traffic 
• Potential underpass at Patterson and 24 
• Wayfinding signage will help (for example, riverfront trail connections to key destinations) 
• Signage or paint on C ½  
• C ½ good for bikes but not walking 
• Lights or established pedestrian crossings around schools 
• 1st turns into south – this area is really unsafe 
• Better signage for one ways 

 

Parks and Trails Focus Group (Urban Trails Committee; Parks 
and Recreation Advisory Board; One Riverfront) 

9/13/2022 at 5:30 PM 

Andy kingrich (transit planner, utc member, regional transportation planner) – try to improve non-automobile 
travel; cars are expensive 

Ian Thomas (UTC); organize GJ bike night; a lot of folks could benefit from a safe easy way to get to work 

Mike Holt (UTC); biked to work over the years; safety is key component; make safer for older community 

Diana rooney (chair of UTC); went away from street cars and went backwards; need to find a way to make a 
more connected transportation system 

Gabe Herman (Council Liaison to UTC); biking is fun; equity, sustainability to growth; access to jobs and 
schools is important to growing system 

Greg (UTC); preferred methods of getting around town;  

Greg; Littleton – extensive trails and wishes GJ was the same 

Bill finley (Riverfront foundation); used to ride bike or walk; want to have a place that’s safe for kids to ride to 
friends, school, recreation 

Orvin Zyvan (finished 6 years from UTC); building community and engaging with people; 

Steve Myer (UTC); commuted 20-30% of time by bike; health benefits, sustainability, economic benefits, 
social equity;  

Jason (on phone); (UTC); that children can go to school safely 
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Subgroup A Notes 

• Incorporate wayfinding routes 
• More or more people are getting motorized scooters, skateboards, E-bikes 
• Creating a functional class for bike network; bike highway versus feeder connections (wouldn’t match 

the automobiles)  
• Active transportation corridor comment – a lot of white spaces on the perimeters; planning other 

greenways; there’s a lot of open space for trails; lots of trails with no connectivity 
• Redlands by south camp road – lots of trail segments but don’t connect 
• Redlands 360 that is planning (Southwest part of the city) – there plans are recreation/trails, not 

connectivity 
• South camp road – lots of houses with trails but nothing ties together in a cohesive manner 
• Adjusting vehicle capacity and car side of things aka road diets; we can identify specific corridors for 

this (i.e. overbuilt for cars to fit bikeway) 
• How do you make compromises? If there are constrained environments 
• Some type of metrics for metrics around travel time, parking, etc that to balance trade offs with  

o Establishing policies for implementation 
• Barriers – connectivity 
• Look at GJ website for wayfinding  
• Intersections – many are challenging to get through (Orchard and 12th, specifically) especially 

challenging  
• We don’t ask cars to go around; directness is part of connectivity 
• Where can we capture  
• Parallel facilities 
• Elm – particular  
• Crossing the river is challenging – Redlands to downtown; likely location for new bridge crossing 
• Good crossings north and south of the river  
• West of 1st street or 26th; east/west movement 
• Downtown best place to be a pedestrian; grid, smaller blocks,  
• Patterson  
• Identify canal routes; Patterson stretch on canal (covered anyways) 
• Bring in canal districts  
• Orchard mesa district – trail here 
• Future recreation center; through the park; north part of town along G road to other park (northern 

east/west route) 
• 28 ¼ and 29 road to the community center when orchard has bike facility  
• 29 road potential access to 70 
• Separate path into fruita (detached path) to connect the end of the trail 
• Eastern end, lower income area and could benefit from ; not very connected over here 
• F and a half connection on the east side; it ends east of the rec center; would be a good alternative 

to Patterson 
• G road through park and to rec center would be a good connection; parallel for patterson; G road is 

currently unsafe to ride on  
• East/west off-road trail; high line cana;  
• Easements for trails around different areas in city 
• Urban Trails project list 
• Eagle rim park – steep, surface quality,  
• 5th street bridge is also challenging (continue  
• Overall struggle getting across river) 
• University is not very permeable and golf course (12th and North) 

o Connection through golf course to get to 15th from 12th & north 
• People getting to downtown from the northeast 
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• Avoid orchard and 15th  
• 12th is a good candidate for a road diet or traffic calming around this area 
• Cut through CMU parking lot to get to 10th  
• Use 15th to city market; narrow bike lane; southbound (between parking and TL) 

o Is there opportunity for buffered bike lane 
• Gunnison is good east/west downtown and extend that out  
• Leading pedestrian intervals 
• Speed humps over sidewalks?  
• Bike detection  
• Does 7th street have bike detection? Light flashing to alert bikes they are detected 
• Employment at the mall and getting to the mall 
• Long cycle lengths create pedestrian delays 
• 24 road is challenging to get across at the riverside parkway 
• 24 road design corridor standards; “need to provide off sight connections” but there’s no lines on a 

map over here; overlay is good in spirit; put them in because they have to  
• How do children get to school and parks and to their friends house a neighborhood away 
• Oldest parts of the city are still the ones that work the best 

 

Subgroup B Notes 

1. What do you see as the biggest barriers to biking, for you/ your group?…to walking? 

 
• Not acceptable level of stress for most people, particularly kids to bike (bike lanes are not sufficient) 
• People would prefer separated path (buffered bike lanes) 
• Protected bike lanes would work 
• Need to make sure the intersections work for people to come through 
• Challenges with parallel off-street trail with street crossings – almost feels more dangerous 
• Are we prioritizing children versus adults 

o We should design for the most vulnerable users 
• Are there policy directive we can employ to provide the best solutions (mirrors on buildings where 

there are blind spots, connections on cul-de-sacs, already have code requiring setback on policies) 
• Bike parking at major employment centers (CMU, hospital) 
• Areas far from the Riverfront trail don’t have good connections – will ride where there are trails 
• Do we need passing lanes given E-Bikes 
• During construction make sure you accommodate pedestrians 

 
2. What are key missing gaps in the on-street bicycle and pedestrian network that provide access to parks, 

open space, and recreation? 
 

• UTC has a priotized list of projects – we should incorporate that 
• Overlay the wayfinding map 
• Patterson is a big gap, 25 Road, Orchard is an opportunity 
• Would like to better define the undeveloped areas network – can we provide direction on trail networks 

i. This plan should show where the connections are in the undeveloped areas 
• Need to communicate with Parks and Recreation 
• Choke points 

i. 24 Road connection over US 50 
ii. Connecting Orchard Mesa over the River 
iii. Connecting RiverFront Trail to downtown 
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iv. E-W connections east of downtown 
v. Not enough sidewalks in Orchard Mesa (particularly US 50) – low income area 
vi. North Avenue 
vii. Connecting Redlands to Orchard Mesa 

 
3. What changes do you think should be made to the Active Transportation Corridors? 
 

• Look at undeveloped areas (Redlands is one example) 
• Do we incorporate wayfinding network 
• 5th Street by GJHS 
• 9th Street south of downtown 
• What about a bridge over the tracks on 12th Street 
• 7th Street at Riverside is a big crossing and unsafe intersection for people walking and biking 
• North South corridors have gaps 
 

 
4. What type of facilities do people who currently bike in Grand Junction prefer? What type of facilities would 

accommodate the ‘interested but concerned’ bicyclist? What are your thoughts on separated paths vs 
neighborhood greenways (on local streets) vs protected bike lanes (on arterials)? 

 
• People would prefer separated path (buffered bike lanes) 
• Protected bike lanes would work 

 
 
5. This plan will result in a list of projects, and the city has limited resources. What considerations should we 

make in prioritizing recommended projects? 
• Grocery stores 
• Sidewalks on busy roads 

 

CMU Student Focus Group 
September 20, 2022 @ 11 AM 

1. How did you get to campus today? 
1 walk 
5 drove 
1 carpooled 
 

2. How far? 
2 less than a mile 
4 three miles or more 
 

3. How far do most students travel to get to campus? Where do most students live? 
• Orchard Mesa (2) 
• Could bike, but lack of lighting 
• Mile and a half away at Orchard and 21st – walks over 
• Glenwood Ave/14th St 
• Students still live on campus  
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• Athlete population lives within walking distance 
• People live in Clifton and Orchard Mesa – affordability is a major influence 
• School has been overpopulating – having enough space is an issue 

 
4. What are the most common off-campus destinations for students? 

• Los Alberto’s Restaurant on North Ave 
• City Market on Patterson and 12th 
• Rimrock Walmart 
• Target/Mesa Mall/Buffalo Wild Wings 
• WCC Campus 
• Central Station at 30 Rd/I-70B 
• Lunch Loop/Co Nat Monument 
• Downtown 
• Colorado River – Corn Lake & Las Colonias 
• Taco Bell 
• Restaurants, Mall 
• Depends on time of year – head to Monument, lunch loops, Main St 
• Palisade Winery 

 
5. How do students currently travel around campus? How do they travel within the city? 

• Most walk, some skate (skateboards/one wheel), bike 
• Drive, walk to City Market, GVT 
• MAVrides (safe ride home on nights out/weekends) 

 
6. What is the attitude around biking for transportation? 

• Positive attitude in central Grand Junction/city core 
• Drivers view pedestrians as inconveniences, but that’s because of the way the roads are designed 
• City has pro-bike culture, however infrastructure is pro-car 
• City cares more about this than CDOT does or the County as a whole. Different jurisdictions pushing 

different agendas. Not the older population but the people who lived here longer – don’t care about 
bike and pedestrian safety. A lot of the elderly see GJ as a highway town. Conservative population 
push to not turn into a liberal city. The messaging needs to focus on safety.  

 
7. What do you see as the biggest barriers to biking? . . . to walking? 

• Leave house early, so lighting 
• Lighting, especially around Orchard 
• 23 minutes via biking, but 8 minutes driving 
• Heat/weather is a barrier 
• Safety and traveling alone without other people cycling nearby 
• Fear of bike theft and being stranded 
• Lockers for storage of items 
• Time place to place – more direct routes 
• Driveways/curb cuts as safety concern 
• Inconvenient to walk, feels unsafe 
• Missing sidewalks 
• Older people driving who shouldn’t have a license 
• Aesthetic piece – streetscapes are not pleasing here 
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8. Are there certain locations that feel particularly unsafe to cross or travel by foot or bike? What are the key 
missing in the bicycle and pedestrian network important to student travel? 

 
• Bike crossings missing 
• Riverside Pkwy 
• Unaweep Ave 
• US-50 
• 12th and North Ave intersection, cars turning right 
• People don’t pay attention to crosswalks 
• Either going 20 over or 10 under 
• 12th St – need detached sidewalk and make it wider 
• Intersection after Walmart 30th Rd and I-70B 
• North and Patterson – sidewalk right next to the road and uncomfortable 
• Riverside would be nice for recreational biking, but missing link 

 
9. How does the university support biking for its students, faculty, and staff? How could the university 

support biking more? 
• Lots of bike racks 
• Free locks 
• Rent a cheap bike for the semester through the outdoor program 
• University trying to help students without cars by providing bikes, but could support biking culture 

itself 
• They focus a lot on parking and paying for parking passes – too geared to cars 
• Don’t advocate for student body to GJ community 
• Security to prevent bike theft, cameras 
• Maybe they could advertise it better – the bus pass is not as visible. CMU does not want anything 

else but driving. Not enough parking. The incentives are skewed towards long term planning for 
parking. Buying houses and turning them into parking lots. Once you step off campus, they don’t 
care how you get to school. If you stay on campus – they won’t incentivize you to stay on campus or 
travel by any other mode by car. 

• 10th street is not utilized the way it should be – it’s supposed to be the designated low stress 
connection but there are so many barriers getting to it. No supportive infrastructure, too much 
parking to cross on campus to access 10th St. The university does not promote it.  
 

10. What can the city do to improve conditions for biking?…for walking? 
• Improve crosswalk visibility 
• Widening bike lanes and/or buffers 
• Better lighting 
• ADA accessibility 
• More road diets 
• More direct routes 
• Better and more linkages across the railroad 
• Narrower travel lanes 
• More detached sidewalks 
• Wind cover 
• Pedestrian bridges 
• Changes in TEDs – cross sections that prioritize pedestrian and biking – trees and landscaping,  

aesthetically pleasing 
• Connections from campus to popular destinations – those main roads having buffered sidewalks and 

trees 
• Need to isolate pedestrian and bike from the street – ped bridges 
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• In the smack dead center – fastest moving cars on the inside. Each mode has their own lanes and 
enough buffering between each. 

 

Human Services Providers Focus Group 
10/17/22 @ 12 PM 

Introductions – Why is improving walking and biking in Grand Junction important to you? 

• Debbie Southerland, Resource Center – walkways around town are important to families 
• Darnell – Fatherhood Program – Would like safe walkways, as an important way for people walking 

from the corrections facility to the resource center 
• Kathy, Catholic Outreach – I ride the bus a  lot, important to have walking paths to/from the bus 
• Archie?, Affordable Housing – Important to make the community more livable 
• Jolene, Hilltop – Safety is really important for walking and biking. Hard to find good walking and biking 

paths in Orchard Mesa 
• ??, Hilltop – Have two little kids at home, lots of kids walk and bike to and from school 
• Ashley, Affordable Housing – Cost of transportation is really a barrier for many folks we work with and 

so walking and biking and the bus is an essential mode of transportation 
• Cherri, Asst. Director for Resource Center 

o Access to transit is extremely challenging, homeless often bring their belongings 
o Trails are very important 
o Biking and walking paths for the community 
o Need to connect walking and biking paths 

• Rick Diaz, Family Resource Center - At risk kids mentorship, biked with kids all over during COVID – 
safety is really important 

• Lisa – Pathways, represent homeless population and formerly homeless 
o Very difficult to get around town without a car 
o Patterson and 29 Road nearly been killed – turning drivers don’t yield to pedestrians 
o Bike storage is an issue – bikes have been stolen many times 
o Need safe trails off-street away from cars 

Other Comments 

• Demand – where are people walking and biking 
o 1st Street downtown – would be great to have  crosswalk 
o North Avenue 

• Who pays for sidewalk? 
o City would pay to fill into the gap 

• Public education about rules of the road – driving education 
• People walking and biking are most vulnerable 
• Funding could be an issue 

What are some of the key destinations in Grand Junction where people you represent are trying to walk/bike 

from? 

• Stores 
• Resources Center 
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• Through downtown 
• Catholic outreach 
• Walmart 
• Schools 
• 28 ¼ Road from Patterson to North Avenue 
• New housing development 

• 24 Road by community Hospital 
• 28 Road & Riverside 

• Bus stop near the Walmart near the mall  - no sidewalk connecting to the stop – bus stop is far from 
the apartments and Walmart 

• Accessibility for wheelchairs 

What do you see as the biggest barriers to biking, for you/ your group?…to walking? 

• Narrow bike lanes 
• Unsafe crossings 
• Missing sidewalks 
• Roundabouts –  
• Driver not paying attention to pedestrian 
• 7th & Horizon – no good access for students going to school –  
• School zone might not be long enough in places to cover the core areas where students are walking 

– ex. Along 12th Street near Gunnison 
• Crossing arterial streets 
• Better crossing at 9th and Riverside 
• Concerts – Las Colonia 

Where are the important connections (or missing connections) for people walking and biking? 

•  B ½ - toward Mesa View – don’t have a way to get from bus stop to/from home 
• New development by Mavericks does not have any sidewalks 
• Clifton – Central High School crossing the railroad tracks 
• Elm 
• Orchard 
• 28 Road 
• Corridors that access the majority of the core part of the City 
• Ute/ Pitikin – walking and biking – lots of people on these streets – crossings could be improved 
• B ½ Road 
• Unaweep and crossing at US 50 

 

What can the city do to improve conditions for biking?…for walking? 

• Bike Repair stations on trails or key destinations 

What type of facilities do people who currently bike in Grand Junction prefer? What type of facilities would 

accommodate the ‘interested but concerned’ bicyclist? What are your thoughts on separated paths vs 

neighborhood greenways (on local streets) vs protected bike lanes (on arterials)? 

• Trails – completely off-street 
• Or a protected bike lane – with a barrier 
• Helmet requirement 
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Senior Center & Public Health Focus Group  
10/17/22 @ 3 PM 

General 

• How are cities managing e-bikes 
o On Trails – some of it is social – not wanting to be passed 
o Safety issue of the weight of bikes 
o Class 3 bikes are the issue because they can go so fast – not allowed on RiverFront Trail 

What are some of the key destinations in Grand Junction where people you represent are trying to walk/bike 
to? 

• St. Marys 
• CMU 
• Los Colonias Amphitheater – parking at the amphitheater 
• Mesa County Public Health – 29 ½ & North Avenue – lots of people using the bus and wheelchairs 

struggling to get to campus 
• Downtown 
• Mesa Mall – connection from downtown to the mall 
• Community Hospital & VA – hard to get across North Ave 
• Machete Park 
• Canyon View Park – has a new playground for accessibility 
• Department of Energy –  
• Lots of families drop kids off at incupator near DOE – would be great if kids could bike there since it’s 

a bike program 
• Schools 

 

What do you see as the biggest barriers to biking, for you/ your group?…to walking? 

• East- West connections are worse than North-South connections 
• Some parts of Patterson have bike lane – not well maintained 
• Don’t feel safe riding on Orchard because its not swept 
• Speed and traffic on roads with small bike lane 
• Sidewalks are not well maintained – especially for people in a motorized wheelchair 
• Sidewalks non-existent on North Ave -connectivity on the sidewalks – not and easy way to get 
• Lack of driver awareness and education – don’t know how to share the road 
• Time to cross the street – if people don’t feel they have enough time to cross the street that is a barrier 

for walking – particularly on the major streets 
• US 50 is a big barrier along Orchard Mesa 
• GJ has changed a lot in 50 years 

o New bike lanes 
o Riverfront Trail 
o Change in culture – people respecting 

• People wearing dark clothing 
• People don’t know what routes to take when walking and biking – need a way to communicate that 

better 
o John Hodge created a map for bikeways 
o Have a bike map on the City’s website that shows the routes (level traffic stress) 
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Existing Conditions & Needs Assessment   

 

Where are the important connections (or missing connections) for people walking and biking? 

• Connecting the RiverFront Trail to Downtown 
• Do Rios Elementary school – going across Unaweep from US 50 – saw two kids trying to get 

across  near Duck Pond – unsafe intersection 
• Riverside Parkway is not fully connected with sidewalks 
• 25 Road at Riverside Parkway – not enough room to merge as a cyclist 
• How can one get from the east end of the valley to downtown – not great  
• Elm is shared street – great connection, but parked cars  
• Lots of schools in a “walk/bike” desert – infrastructure should be there for kids to be able to walk 

and bike 
• Qualify for bus at 2 miles or more from school 
• Mesa County works on education of students to use infrastructure and be outside 
• SRTS does identify projects that should be constructed 
• Getting from school to school – afterschool – lots of folks are considered high risk 

 

What can the city do to improve conditions for biking?…for walking? What would people you represent need 

to allow them to bike more in Grand Junction? 

• RRFBS 
o Library to Main Street 
o Orchard 

• 7th Street is a long crosswalk – rumble strips on approach to 7th Street 
• Advance warning signs for traffic signals – at 7th Street 
• Signs for major bike/ped crossings 
• Trails – people want to go from park to park – looking at trails connections through parks  

 

Are there any changes you think should be made to the Active Transportation Corridors? 

• Opportunity along the railroad between I-70B and railroad 

 

Stakeholder Interview with Sarah Lubin of Colorado Discover 
Ability 
10/25/22 

1. Tell me a little bit about your organization – what you do? 
• Adaptive outdoor program – generally stay in Grand Junction (every mountain on Federal Land 

required to have an adaptive program) 
• Use the RiverFront Trail 
• Heard that a lot of trails are inaccessible for people with disabilities 
• Ex, If I go to work at Patterson in Clifton – how do I get there 
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Existing Conditions & Needs Assessment   

• Work with Strive – kids with disabilities – including mental disabilities – assisting them with all 
these challenges 

• Started workings with disabled community when mom got sick 
• Organization located at 7th Street – has access to the trail 
 

2. What do you see at the biggest barriers to walking and biking in Grand Junction, particularly for 
people with disabilities? 
• 7th Street to Downtown 

o Visibility – markings are not sufficient – seems wide enough to  
o There’s a light the restricts right-on-red, but people don’t obey – lots of bikers go to the 

sidewalk 
o Sidewalk on one side 
o 7th Street towards Patterson is not comfortable 
o 7th and Riverside is an issue 

• Disconnectivity of paths and trails – particularly in Orchard Mesa 
o How do you get to the City Market on US 50? 
o City will have a project on SRTS on 27 Road 

• A lot of the trikes are bigger – getting on an off of trails – curbs can be challenging 
o Bike lanes are sometimes too narrow 
o 42” is probably the largest trike 

• Signs that say when bike lanes narrow 
• Pedestrian access to bus system to be able to go longer distance 
• Botanic Gardens is a place where transit service – serves people with disabilities 
• Access to transit and access to the commercial corridor – pedestrians 
• Large retirement community – can people walk from their assisted living facility to bus stop 
• 90% of the clients we have the challenge is getting places 

o Rely on rides 
o Often low-income 

• Bike storage – particularly with the size and weight of a bike 
o Often cant get their bike on the vehicle 
o How do they park their bike so its not likely to get stolen 
o Bike storage lockers would be awesome – hospital, grocery store, downtown, etc. – 

would need a larger cage for that bike 
 

3. What are the main barriers to traveling along a corridor versus crossing at intersections? 
• Example on Colorado Ave, especially where there’s parking, drivers don’t always see people in 

the crosswalk 
o Visibility – and even worse for people lower to the ground 
o Combination of all way stop and not is confusing for drivers and pedestrians 

• Need to double the time for crossing with people with disabilities 
 

4. Given your knowledge, are there locations within the City that people with disabilities often need to 
travel to, how do they get there? 
• Riverfront Trail 
• Botanic Gardens 
• North Avenue –  
• Grocery stores 
• CMU – beginning to be a hub for people with disabilities 
• Hospital – community hospital 
• Clinics off Patterson – connection from apartments 
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• Schools – lots of families in pocket communities – can children get to school safely 
• VA Hospital – area around there – can people travel from nearby homes 

o Crossing North Avenue 
o Majority of Veterans have traumatic brain injury 

• Patterson Road is a key corridor and barrier 
• Connecting Orchard 
 

5. What can the city do to make navigating in a wheelchair more comfortable and convenient? Similarly 
on an adaptive bicycle? 

• Making bike lanes wider 
• Making the bus stops wider and sidewalks wider to reduce the change that people get off 

the curb 
• Gentler transition to curb 
• Make the intersection of the sidewalk curved rather than 90 degrees angle – really hard for 

people walking and on a trike to make a 90 degree turn 
• Cant back up on a recumbent bike – if bike falls off the  

 
6. What other considerations do you think are important to include in the Plan to improve pedestrian 

and bicycle mobility and accessibility in Grand Junction? 
• E-bikes 

o Will increase use 
o Biggest barrier is cost 
o Baby boomers seem like the most likely to use them – more likely to be used by the 

older abled-bodied community as opposed to the disabled community 
o Veterans want them and disabled community wants them 
o There needs to be a standard for speed 
o Would open up the possibility for more people to travel farther 
o How to get bikes – some non-profits only provide bikes to specific groups – 

someone injured, but not someone with mental disability – also can be challenging 
to find groups and jump through the paper work hoops 

 

K-12 Student Panel Focus Group  
10/27/22 

1. What school do you attend in Grand Junction? How many of you walked or bike to school or to the 
bus? 
• Central High School– 2 of 6 
• Orchard Mesa Middle School – 3 of 8 
• Mt. Garfield Middle School  –  
• Grand Mesa Middle School – 1 of 1 
• Grand Junction High School – 6 of 6 

 
2. Is there a desire for more walking and biking to school or other places in your neighborhood? What do 

you think the barriers are to walking to school? What are the barriers to biking to school? 
 

• Mt. Garfield Middle School 
o Dirt road with no bike paths or 55 mph – no sidewalk – think its G Road 
o One person was hit on their bike by there  
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• Central High School  
o no way to cross the highway 
o Usually a lot of traffic on the highway 
o Crosswalks from the Walmart and Walmart parking lot 
o US 50 is a barrier – a lot of people go on 27 Road 
o Bridge over the interstate is way too long 
o 27 Road – often gets a flat because of rocks 
o Have to cross the railroad tracks to get to Central – people don’t follow the speed limit 

• Not that many sidewalks  - Clifton over the bridge close by Rocky Mountain Elementary School 
• Grand Mesa Middle School – Cross Patterson Road – very scary – cars don’t yield when you push 

the sidewalk button – 31 ½ Road 
• GJHS -  A lot people cross the road and get hit on North Avenue – at lunch time when kids leave 

- 
 

3. What other destinations do you walk or bike to? Or you would like to be able to walk or bike to? 
• Parks and places and you’ve never been to 
• Shopping center by 30 Road – Panaderia – dangerous crossing the bridge – would like to be able 

to connect the Walmart by Central High School 
• Would like to walk to City Market by the bridge – not enough time to cross – also Family Dollar -by 

32 Road – not good crossings 
• Connection from Central High School to Grand Mesa Middle School 

 
4. Thinking about your route to school or another destination, are there streets that are difficult to cross? 

Or locations where you feel uncomfortable walking or biking? Why? 
What road would you make safer 
• Patterson and 31 ½ road 
• Highway  
• 30 Road – cars drive super close to the curb – when you drive or ride your bike not enough space 
• North Avenue 
• Patterson 
• Orchard Avenue 
• Tiger Way in front of Grand Junction High School 
• 27 Road 
• US 50  
• Chilian Drive and Dorothy Avenue 
• Pine Street – no connection between Pine Street and Sherman Drive – would like to be able to 

walk over the ditch 
• A lot of houses have goat heads – Sunway Drive – no safe place to ride 
• Live right by the highway – lots of crashes – Sherman Drive at B ½ Road  
• Sidewalk ends – from a lot of neighborhoods to where the fast food restaurant- after you walk over 

the 32 Road bridge 
• Sometime friends walk to gas station – no crosswalk in highway – right after the 32 Road by Clifton 

South – gambling, archery – 32 Road right after the bridge 
• Connection on 31 ½ Road by railroad tracks 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

ORDINANCE NO. 

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING
THE 2023 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PLAN

AN ELEMENT OF THE ONE GRAND JUNCTION COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR 
THE AREA GENERALLY LOCATED BETWEEN 21 ROAD, J ROAD, 32 ROAD, 
AND A SOUTHERLY BOUNDARY OF APPROXIMATELY ONE- QUARTER OF A 
MILENORTH OF THE MESA COUNTY LANDFILL

AND APPROVING THE 2023 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PLAN AND ORDINANCE 
TO BE PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM

Recitals

 The City Staff, a Steering Committee of seventeen community representatives, and 
Fehr and Peers the City’s consultant have diligently worked to prepare a Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Plan (Plan) for the urban growth area of Grand Junction. The Plan was 
prepared with and through an extensive public engagement process. That process 
consisted of twenty intercept events throughout the community, a walk audit and bike 
audit with members of the Steering Committee, nine focus groups, an online survey, 
and an interactive mapping exercise, and three public open houses. Hundreds of 
people participated in the process. 
After nine months of extensive public involvement and deliberation, the City’s Urban 
Trails Committee recommends adoption of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan, a plan that 
identifies strategies, complete streets objectives, and performance measures to guide 
the planning, funding, and implementation of future active transportation projects, and 
to encourage increased non-motorized trips across all ages and abilities within the One 
Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan planning area.

The planning area includes Grand Junction, Redlands, Fruitvale, Pear Park, Orchard 
Mesa, and the Appleton Areas.

The 2023 Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan: 
1. Meets criteria five of Section 21.02.130(c)(1) of the Zoning and Development 

Code; and,

2. Develops a community vision with achievable goals; and, 

3. When fully implemented it will provide accessibility for all users; and, 

4. Prioritizes active transportation corridor segments addressing “missing links” and 
improves accessibility of underserved neighborhoods; and, 
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5. Will help guide and facilitate decision-making on future pedestrian and bicycle 
facility infrastructure needs and projects within the City; and,   

6. Incorporates the City’s Complete Streets policies adopted in the City’s 2018 
Complete Street Policy and the implementation strategies of the 2020 One Grand 
Junction Comprehensive Plan.

7. Protects, preserves, and creates opportunities to enhance quality of life in Grand 
Junction.

The Plan amends the Active Transportation Corridor Map in the Grand Junction 
Circulation Plan (Ordinance 4808) and in the One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan 
(Ordinance 4971).

The 2018 Grand Junction Circulation Plan established an Active Transportation 
Corridor Map that was incorporated into the 2020 One Grand Junction Comprehensive 
Plan that has also been incorporated into 2023 Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan as a base 
map for the Bicycle Network of the planning area. The Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan 
amended the Active Transportation Corridor Map with additional corridor segments 
being shown for active transportation. So that the Grand Junction Circulation Plan and 
the One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan are consistent this ordinance will serve 
to amend both maps as shown in the Active Transportation Corridor Map as amended.

Furthermore, when adopted the Plan and this Ordinance will functionally repeal and 
replace the City's 2018 Complete Street Policy (Resolution 48-18).

The Plan will serve as a guide to public and private transportation infrastructure 
decisions. The Plan establishes the community’s vision for its own future and a road 
map providing direction to achieve that vision; the Plan is shaped by the community’s 
values, ideals, and aspirations about the management of the community’s resources.

In addition to defining the community’s view of its future, the Plan describes a vision for 
the future pedestrian and bicycle network, identifies and prioritizes facility investments 
that the City will implement over time to create a more comfortable and welcoming 
place for people of all ages and abilities to walk, roll, and bike. 

The Plan implements the 2020 One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan, specifically 
the following Plan Principles, goals, and policies:

Plan Principle 6: Efficient and Connected Transportation
Goal 1: Continue to develop a safe, balanced, and well-connected transportation 
system that enhances mobility for all modes.

o Strategy a. Balanced Modes. Consider and strive to balance the safety and 
needs of all transportation modes-driving, bicycling, walking, and taking 
transit-in day to-day planning, development review, and decision making by 
the city.

o Strategy c. Circulation Plan. Maintain and regularly update the City’s 
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circulation Plan. The proposed Active Transportation Corridor Map will 
replace the same map found in the Circulation Plan (Ordinance 4808).

o Strategy d. Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. Develop and implement a Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Plan.

o Strategy f. Complete Streets. The Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan incorporates 
the policies established in the 2018 Complete Street Policy (Resolution 48-
18) and replaces that policy.

Goal 4: Encourage the use of transit, bicycling, walking and other forms of 
transportation.

The Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan was heard by the Planning Commission on March 28, 
2023, and April 25, 2023, and the Planning Commission recommended that the City 
Council adopt the Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT:

That the City’s 2023 Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan, in the form of the document 
attached hereto, is hereby adopted.

Be it further ordained that the 2023 Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan will serve to amend the 
Active Transportation Corridor Map in the Grand Junction Circulation Plan as adopted 
by Ordinance 4808 and the same map found in the One Grand Junction 
Comprehensive Plan adopted by Ordinance 4971.

With this Ordinance and the adoption of it and the 2023 Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan the 
City Council does repeal and replace the City's 2018 Complete Street Policy as adopted 
by Resolution 48-18.

The full text of this Ordinance, including the full text together with all maps, charts and 
graphs contained therein of the 2023 Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan, in accordance with 
paragraph 51 of the Charter of the City of Grand Junction, shall be published in 
pamphlet form with notice published in accordance with the Charter.

INTRODUCED on first reading the 5th day of April 2023 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form.

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of May 2023 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form.

President of the City Council
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ATTEST:

Amy Phillips
City Clerk
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